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THE 1971-1972 EVALUATION PEPORT OF PROJECT FOLLow-Trpolim wILL
ATTEMPT TO RESPOND To TUE FnumiNo QUESTIONS:

1. TO WHAT DEGREE WERE THE PRODUCT OBJECTIVES
AT EACH GRADE LEVEL ATTAINED?

2. TO WHAT DEGREE. DID SUCH FACTORS AS PROJECT
PARTICIPATION, TEACHER, PRESCHOOL ENPERI-
ENCE, AND SOOT-ECONOMIC FACTIT'S, 17.ERT ANY
INFLUENCE ON CHILDREN'S PERFORMANCE AT EACH
GRADE. LEVEL?

3. WERE THERE FACTORS OTHER THAN THOSE. INDI-
CATED, WHICH DEMNSTRATED SOME INFLUENCE
ON CHILDREN'S PERFORMANCE?

4. TO WHAT DEGREE WERE THE PRINCIPLES OF THE
RESPONSIVE CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT EVIDENT IN
THE CLASSROOMS?



I. INMDUI-.11nN

FOLIPW-THMIJCP PROJF.CT

....Head (..t.Irt occupies only a part of

a child's d5y and end; nil tco seon. He

oCten returns bore to conditions which
breed espair, if these faces Pre rot to
en7ul7 the ch-Pci anri out the bene-
fits oc. rr,,1 Start, more is 1-r-ouired.

Folle::,1:1:1=h is essential...,the 1 >c rn-
fits of lic,;;t :art rust be carried
throu01 the ear ',y c ;.rades."

Presiders" Lyndon B. Johnson
February ]967
Message to Children's Youth to Ccngress

A. Needs and Rationale

The controversy over the sustained value of preschool

experiences has been well documented. Rut few will deny that

children with preschool experiences enter school better prepared

to meet the challenge of the classroom. Through preschool

experiences, children who have been deprived educationally and

economically, have :loved beyond their neighborhoods, many to

visit for the first time a museum or a zoo. They have had health

checkups their parents could not afford. Nutrition, psycholo-

gical, social work, and speech therapy services have contributed

to alleviate impediments to learning. Unless that child with

preschool experiences continues to receive special attention, he

is likely to lose all that he has gained. Follow-Through is

essential.

The 1971-1972 Follow-Through Project of the Cleveland

Public Schools continues to provide for four and one-half years a



comprehensivl? prog:am of instrucLiC:, and supportive services in

medical, psycholo7ical, social, nutritional, dental, and speech

areas. Although the ait:s arc not too different from Title I pro-

grams designed for the poor in terns of raising levels of aspira-

tion, improving self-col,cept, etc., the Project has other crucial

objectives such as:

. Individualized instruction which builds upon
listening and speaking skills.

. An uninterrupted experience which builds on
the prescnool experience.

. Meaningful parent participation.

. Maximum use of neighborhood schools and other
community resources.

. Continuous training for professional and para-
professional staff.

. Evaluation designs that assess the growth of
children and overall program effectiveness.

Project Follow-Through focuses on the total needs of

each child, thus requiring a comprehensive, yet individualized

approach to learning. It calls for an interdisciplinary approach

which provides services in the areas of health, nutrition, social

services, and psychology to support an individualized program of

instruction.

Classroom instruction is based on the Responsive Class-

room Environment developed by the Far West Educational Learning

Laboratories, Berkeley, California. The approach organized the

classroom and ongoing instructional processes as "autotelic

responsive environment" characterized by the following:

. It permits the learner to explore freely.
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. It informs the learner immeOiaely of the
consequences of his actions.

. It is self-pacing and child-oriented.

. Its structure is such that the learner is likely
to make a series of interconnected discoveries.

The integration of comprehensive supportive services

into the total program represents efforts to look beyond the

immediate classroom to the many environmental factors which

affect learning. In 1;iition,heavy emphasis is placed on parent

involvement. To create the unity of learning which occurs in and

out of the classroom, parents are brought closer to the learning

process in order to stimulate their children to learn at home.

Teachers are asked to explain to parents what they are doing or

accomplishing. Given insight into the educational processes and

involvement in the learning experiences of the children, they may

become skilled in fo.LtcYing the intellectual, emotional, and social

development of their children.

The product objectives by grade were as follows:

Kindergarten

1. Kindergarten Follow-Through children will show
higher level of reading readiness skills (p(.05)
than an appropriate comparison group at the end
of the 1971-1972 school year, as evidenced by
scores obtained on ?,!etropolitan Readiness Tests.

2. Kindergarten Follow-Through children will show
more positive self-concept than an appropriate
comparison group at the end of the 1971-1972
school year, as based on scores obtained on a
test of self-concept, on teachers' ratings, and
parents' reports.

- 3 -



3. Kinderu,rten Follow-Throu7,h children will show
higher attendance (p %nS) than an appropriate
comparison group during the 1971-1972 school
year.

4. Kindergarten Follow- Through teachers will evidence
higher ratings on a locally-devised Responsive
Classroom Observational 1:!Iting Scale zt the end
of the year compared to obscived ratings at the
beginning of the year.

First Crade

1. First Grade Follow - Through children will show
higher level of basic achicvellent skills in read-
ing and arithmetic (p(.(")) than an appropriate
comparison group at the end of the 1971-1972
school year, based on scores obtained on stand-
ardized test measures.

2. First Grade Follow-Through children will show
more positive self-concept than an appropriate
comparison group at the end of the 1971-1972
school year, based on scores obtained on a test
of self-concept, on teachers' ratings, and
parents' reports.

3. First Grade Follow-Through children will show
higher attendance (p '.n5) than an appropriate
comparison group during the 1971-1972 school
year.

4. First Grade Follow-Through teachers will receive
ratings on a locally-devised Responsive Classroom
Rating Scale which will he directly proportional
to the number of years of experience in the Project.

5. Duration of Follow-Through participation from
kindergarten through first grade will show signi-
ficant positive effects on basic reading and math
skills and self-concept measures at the end of
the school year.

Second Grade

1 Second Grade Follow-Through children will show
higher level of basic achievement skills in read-
ing and arithmetic 01(.05) than an appropriate
comparison group at the end of the 1971-1972
school year, based on scores obtained on stand-
ardized test measures.



2. Second Grade Follow-Through e'lildren will show
more positive seif-concert than an appropriate
comparison group at the end of the 1971-1972
school year, as based on scores obtained on a
test of self-concept, on teachers' ratings, and
parents' reports.

3. Second Grade Follow-Through children will show
higher attendance (11(.9.;) than an appropriate
comparison group during the 1971-1972 school year.

4. Ratings of Second Grade Follow-Through teachers
on a locallydevised Responsive Clar,sroom Rating
Scale will he directly proportional to the number
of years of expeficnce in Second Grade Follow-
Through Project.

S. Duration of Follow-Through participation from
kindergarten through third grade will show signi-
ficant positive effects on basic reading and math
skills and self-concept measures at the end of
the school year.

Third Grade

1. Third Grade Follow-Through children will show
higher level of basic achievement skills in read-
ing and arithmetic 0,,05) than an appropriate
comparison group at the end of the 1971-1972
school year, based on scores obtained on stand-
ardized test measures.

2. Third Grade Follow-Through children will show
more positive self-concept than an appropriate
comparison group at the end of the 1971-1972
school year, as based on scores obtained on a
test of self-concept, on teachers' ratings, and
parents' reports.

3. Third Grade Follow-Through children will show
higher attendance 01(.05) than an appropriate
comparison group during the 1971-1972 school
year.

4. Third Grade Follow-Through teachers will receive
ratings on a locally-devised Responsive Classroom
Rating Scale which will be directly proportional
to the number of years of experience in the Project.

- 5 -



5. Duration of Foll,w-M7ough nartic'ination from
(!/.2,firl.. en the --,LK,h third ;:fad: will show

sicnificarA postive effects basic reading
and math and self-,mcnt measures at
the end of the school year.

.

The follewinp nrecess o:)lec.-tives uide the 191-197:

Project operation:

1. Clos,-,room instruc:ionp1 str7tcy-: inderp,:irten

t117-1) third f:ra('e will be la!;ed OP the Rer,polaive

Enviyeent evolori-
tion, disovel.i learning, scli-rewarclinq activities,
etc.

Classroom tetivities kinde-rpnrter thromh third
grade will be organized in a mailer which will allow
children to experience feelings of success and :lastery.

3. Classroom activities from kindergarten through third
grade will be carefully planned and structured v:hich
will allow children a variety of alternati\xs in
their self-paced or self-initiated learning.

4. Opportunities will be created in the classroom
from kindergarten through third grade for tbe
development of the senses, perceptions, language
concept formation abilities, and other component
skills of cognition.

5. Opportunities will he created in the classroom
from kindergarten through third grad; for develop-
ing children's ability to "learn how to learn,"
or problem-solving skills.

6. An eclectic reading approach, based on a combina-
tion of elements of LEIR program and those of
other reading strategies which strengthens and
reinforces children's decoding skills will be
explores a;:(1 utilized at grades 1, 2, and 3.

7. Follow-Thlouh teaching staff will be involved
in a one-to-two hour weekly in-service session
during the 3S-week school year and will be
directed towards the following topics:

Basic understanding of the components of
the Responsive Environment Principle.

Development of new techniques, based on
the Responsive Environment Principle.



Counieation of new everts ohtained
r7C; traininn sessions conducted h: tue

5ponsor to the staff.

. Communic;ition to starf of p-irent's
expectaLions, (;11(stio115, ctc.

. Discussion of in-service units
provided by the oie 1 Sponsor to teachers
and teacher nssistonts and their inte7,ra-
tion intn the actual teachinc,,.

Feedhach of oaluotion test data at: the
local, at the !lodel's level, and their
interpretation.

. Discussion of explicit curricular goals
and objectives at the three grade levels.

. Discussion of varied readin7, proc7,ran for

purposes of identifying components which
rcinforces decoding skills.

8. Teachers will continue to explore ways.to
reorganize subject matter presentations along
sequential nehavioral units, based on the
Responsive Environment Principle.

9. New and creative strategies of parent involve-
ment in school and community activities will
he explored and developed.

10. Comprehensive medical-dental-psychological, and
social work services will be continued.

11. Fourth -grade classroom teachers of previous
Follow-Through children will be involved periodically
in in-service sessions during the 1971-1972 school
year, and will be directed at the following topics:

. Basic understanding of the components of
the Responsive Environment Principle and
their implementation at first, second,
and third grades.

. Discussion of expected behaviors of
i'ollow-Through children, in terms of
their strengths and deficits in basic
achievement skills.

- 7



B. Hiscoriczi

The Clev(Iland Follow- Through Project at Mary R. Martin

School ':as created in January 1965 under the HEW nffice of Educa-

tion. ln its first four and a half months of operation, the Pro-

ject was limited only to kindergarten children, but expanded in

subsequent school years to include gradually first, second, and

third grc.dc. During the 1968 -1969 school year, Project Follow-

Through served both 1-Indegarten and first grade children; during

the 1969 -1970 school year, it served kindergarten, first, and

second grade children; during the 1970-1971 school year, it

provided services to kindergarten, first, second, and third grade

children. In the 1971-1972 school year, a total of approximately

400 children from kindergarten through third grade participated

in the Project. In addition, 66 fourth grade children received

limited Project services through participation of their classroom

teachers in regular in-service sessions conducted by Project

Follow-Through. The Project operation has expanded over a 4 1/2

year period, from three kindergarten classes in 1968 to 16

classes during the 1971-1972 school year.

Project Follow-Through was funded from three sources:

Follow-Through DInding, Title I matching funds as well as non-

federal (State and local) monies. During the 1971-1972 school

year, Title I funding as well as local (or State) monies con-

stituted 37% of the total Follow-Through funding, with 17% noted

for Title I, and 20% for non-federal (local-State) contributions.
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The present matching funding anpered to depart slightly from

previous years, when 1% Tie I and 2V% non-federal funds were

required for matchin Pollm-Throluth monies.

Previous assessment of Project operations indicated

improvii0; level of achievement over a four and a half year

period. The following Trey findings were suilmarized from previous

evaluation reports.

. With increasing experiences in implementatien
of Follow-Through Project, level of achieve-
ment of Project participants showed gradual
improvement in achievement. Thus, the first
group of Project participants in 196R appeared
to show lower level of achievement than (lid
the succeeding group of participants.

. Follow-Through children consistently showed
higher level of attendance than did the con-
trol groups across all grade levels.

. Duration of Follow-Through participation
consistently showed no impact on achievement.

. Teacher competencies in inplementations of
process components of the Responsive Environ-
ment Principle tended to improve with increas-
ing experiences.

C. Summary of operations

Project Follow-Through served a total of 466 children

during the 1971-1972 school year. Four hundred of these children

received complete Follow-Through services, as they were attending

kindergarten, first, second, and third grade classes. The

remaining 66 received very limited services through participation

of two classroom teachers in Follow-Through in-service and work-

shop sessions. Average daily membership for Follow-Through 'an-

ticipants from kindergarten through third grade was estimated at



379 pupils. Average daily membership of fourth grade pupils who

received limited services was estimated at 62 pupils.

The total expenditure amounted to $446,381,79. This

cost represented money from three fundi.'u sources, with distribu-

tion as follows:

Follow-Through Funding (FOA) $338,638.99
Title I 40,427.80
Non-Federal (State and Local) 35,955.001

Total $415,021,79

The per-pupil cost for full time participants was

estimated at $1,092, based on averag-: daily membership of 379

children.2 The per-pupil cost of $20 for each fourth grade child

was maintained. The indicated costs represent expenditure beyond

the $225.00 per-pupil expenditure for maintenance of local efforts

among full-time Follow-Through participants.3 Among fourth grade

participants, the total cost (general and Follow-Through funding)

amounted to $523.77.4

1 The proposal indicates a non-federal contribution of

$67,315.00. However, almost half of this money, estimated at $31,360.00

represented a monetary value of 65 volunteers' time. This was eliminated

from this report to avoid confusion.

2
The $20 per-pupil cost of fourth grade pupils with limited

Follow-Through services was subtracted from the total amount when the
per-pupil cost for full-time participants was estimated.

The $225.00 per-pupil maintenance of efforts cost was based
on the total maintenance of efforts cost of $168,670 (1971-1972 Proposal
Budget) and a total enrollment of 750 pupils at Mary B. Martin School.
The usual per-pupil expenditure cost was not utilized in this report
because the Follow-Through Project represents, a total package.

4 Per-pupil cost expenditure of $503.77 was estimated for ele-
mentary pupils, based on the 1971-1972 Educational Expenditure Per-Pupil
released by the Office of Clerk-Treasurer.



I T. MOHLIGHTS OF FINDINC;S

A. Summary of Key Findings

1. Project Follovi-Throngh appeared to be most effective
at kindergarten and at first grade, and least effective
at second and third grades during the 1971-1972 school

year. Follow-1'hrr--1 children evidenced significantly

higher level of !- readiness and achievement skills,

than did control (.:1,11dren at kindergarten to first

grades. At gro.des two r.o three, control children
continued to demonstrate significantly higher level
of performance than did Fellow-Through children'
(Table A).

TABLE A

SUMMARY (W ATTAINMENT nr PRODUCT OBJECTIVES RELATIVE. )T)
ACIIIEVE!,,ENT, SELF-CONCEP AND ATTENDANCE RY r;RADF.

Croup
Comparison

. T"'"

Group
Dependent Holding
Variable Advantage .

Product
CLIectives1

AttanTFT
No. Yes No

Kindergarten Metropolitan Readin,..!ss Kindergarten 3
Follow - Through Stanford Early School Follow- 1 X

Vs. Control Self-Concept Rating Through 2 . X

Attendance 3 X

First Grade
Follow-Through First Grade
Vs. Control 1 Stanford I: Reading-Math follow-lbrough 1 X

Vs. Control 2
Vs. Control 1 Self- Concept Rating No difference 2 X
Vs. Control 2 Control 2 2 X
Vs. Control I Attendance No difference 3

Vs. Control 2

Second Grade Stanford IT - Reading Control 1 X
Follow-Through Stanford TT - Math No difference. X

Vs. Control Self-Concept Rating No difference 7 X.

Attendance Control 3 X

Third Grade Stanford II - Reading - Control 1 X
Follow-Through Math .

Vs. Control Self-Concept Rating No difference 2 X
Attendance No difference 3 X

1 Refer to pages 3-6 for the product objectives listed by grade.

.INIMMI/MIIWINI

1 Comparability of Follow-Through and control schools was based

on Poverty, Mobility, and Achievement indices. Poverty index represents

a gross measure of socio-economic patterns of children attending a parti-

cular school. Mobility index represents a gross measure of the number of

school transfers made in a year.



The 5neri nerfc)-Jnn eF !:.i.I.,d-rartcn and First Grade

Pollow-Through-etildren over the control firoups represents

increasing effectivcnesF, of this proQram over four to four

and a half years of Project onerati:-m. In the past (durine..

the school years January-June 396, 19r.S-1969, and P69-1970),

control children had always demonstrated simlificantly higher

level of performance than did Kindervarten Follow-Through

children until the 19701971 school year. when the trend was

reversed. Kindergarten Follow-Through children then evidenced

significantly higher level of readiness.shills than did the

control groups for the first time in three and a half years.

The trend was continued to the current school year. The

significantly higher level of performance of First Grade

Follow-Through children over the control group during the

1971-1972 school year occurred for the first time in four

years of implementation of- First Grade Follow-Through Fro- .

ject. However, trends reflecting bower performance of .Follow-

Through children when compared to control children at second

and third grades noted in previous years, appeared to he

continuing.

2. Differ ::races attributed to teacher factor appeared to trans-
cend differences attTi6uted to treatment (school) effects.
Analysis of teacher comnarisonc within each treatment
(school) revealed 15 out of 19 teacher comparisons were
highly significant (p (.05 to n(.0001).

a. At kindergarten, teacher comparisons within Follow-
Through and control school ware significant.

b. At first grade, teacher comparisons at Follow-
Through and the two control schools were highly
significant.

- 12-



c. At second grade two out of three teacher compari-
sons in FollowThrough school, and two teacher
comparisons in control school were highly signi-
ficant.

d, At third grade, differences between the three
Follow-Through teachers were non-significant,
while the two teacher compnrisens within the con-
trol school were significant.

These findings suggest that teacher differences have as

great an impact on children's performance as participation in

a Fol low - Through or non-Follow-Through program. They suggest

the need to r:-.-examine variables relative to teaching beha-

viors presently unknown which appear to have a marked influ-

ence:on children's performance.

3. Duration of Project teaching experience did not show any con-
sistent relationship with moan ratings received on a locally-
devised seven-point rating scale completed by the Project
administrative staff. High correlations were noted between
duration ,t-f Project experience and Mean ratings for kinder-
garten teachers. Correlations ranged between .10 to ,20
for Follow-Through teachers at first to third grades.

These findings indicated that the indicated product objec-

tive was attained only in one out of four grades: f21191:

Through teachers will receive"ratings on the Res onsive

Classroom Rating Scale which will be directly ronortionnl to

the number of years of Project teaching experience.

4. Duration of Project participation evidenced no impact on
achievement and self-concept measures at the end of the
school year in three out of- four grade levels. The signi-
ficant positive influence of duration of Project partici-
pation was limited only to arithmetic computational skills
and self-concept-measures of Second Grade .Follow-Through
children.

These findings indicated that attainment of the following

product objective was limited only to Second Grade Follow-

- 13 -



Through children on selected measures: Duration of Follow-

Through participati.on will show signi Icant off,ct s on hnsi c

readiiv-mathematics celf-concept -!.t the cnd of the

school year.

5. Exploratory studies of Former Volk: ;.-Throgh puni?s in
'transition' attending regular fourth syrodn classes at lary

B. Martin F.chool, compflred wila fourth trade pupils with no
similar experiences from two non-Follow-Through schools
indicated the following findings:

a. Differences in basic achievement self-con-
cept ratings and attendance were not significant
when 'in transition' children were compared with
regular fourth grade children fruo a non-Follow-
Through school (Control 1) comnarahle to the Follow-
Through school in poverty and in'mobility indices.

b. Overall group difference was signi4?.. 4 cant (Multivariate
F = 2.23, p (.OS) when comparisons were mnde between
the children 'in transition' and Control 2 or regular
fourth grade children. Control 2 children were attend-
ing non -- Follow - Through schools which were better socio-
economically than the Follow-Through school, based on
lower poverty and lower mobility indices. Performance
on CMS Arithmetic Concepts represented the most sigrifi-
cant difference between the two groups and contributed
to the overall group difference:

Children 'in transition' were functioning at 3.3
grade level as compared to Control 2 children who
were functioning at 4.3 grade level at the end.of
fourth grade.

. Children 'in transition' were functioning at 2.5
grade level as compared to Control 2 children who
were functioning at 3.2 grade level in the early
part of third grade (November 1970).

Findings from these exploratory studies represented

trends similar to earlier studies of the same three groups at

kindergarten through third grade.
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6. A follow-up of Follow-Through and control pupils at two
grade levels indicated significant differences in favor
of-second grade controls at the end of the 1970-1971 and
1971 1972 school years. However, differences did not meet
significance in the follow-up of Third Grade Follow-Through
and control pupils (rahle B).

TABU B

SUMARY OF FOLLOW-UP STUDIES OVER A TWO-YEAR PERIOD,
1970-1971, AND 1971-1972 sclionL YEAR

Follow-Up Studies Dependent 'Group Holding
By Year Variable Advantnee

Second Grade Follow-Through
Vs. Controls

1970-1971

1971-1972

Third Grade Follow-Through
Vs. Controls

1970-1971

1971-1972

Stanford 1 Reading
Stanford I Math

Stanford IT Reading
Stanford II Math

Stanford II Reading
Stanford II Math

Stanford IT Reading
Stanford II Math

Control
No Difference

Control
No Difference

No Difference
No Difference

No Difference
No Difference



a. Second Grr:d:-: Follow-Threu(,h V. Controls

At the end of first grade (ay 1971); control
children evidenced significantly higher level
of performance (p;01) than did the Follow-
llrough children, on two.(Paragraoh Meaning and
Word Reading) out of three Stanford T Reading
subtests. A year later Clay 1972) , the same
control Rroup evidenced significantly higher
level of performance (1)(01) than did the Follow-
Through group on the Stanford Paragraph Meaning
subtest only. Thus, differences between those
two groups noted at the end of second grade, did
not appear to he as great as differences noted a
year earlier.

Third Grade Follow-Through Vs. Controls

Overall group differenceshetween these two groups
were not significant at the end of the second and
third grades.

These findings suggest that the consistent superior per-

formance of controls over the Follow-Through children

observed in the past (refer to previous evaluation reports)

was not maintained over time. These findings may be a func-

tion of.introducing 'structure' into what has been a rela-

tively fluid and unstructured program change in Project

administration, differences in program emphasis, etc.

7. The influence of preschool experience on basic achievement
skills, attendance and self-concept ratings, failed to
reflect a consistent trend. This finding may be a function
of several factors including:

a. Preschool experience is not unitary as it interacts
with a variety of school and non-school experiences.
The more remote the experience is, the more diffi-
cult it becomes to attribute anything to such experi-
ence as they become compounded by other variables.

b. Learning is not a function only of the interaction
between children and teacher, it is a process that
is going on between children themselves, as well
as between children and the outside world.

- 16-



8. Analysis of variables influencinF achievement and self-concept
of Follow-ThrouRh children at the end of the school year,
kindergarten throuj-:h fourth grade, indicated that teachers'
initial self-concept ratings of participants, represented
the hest predictor of performance. Self-concept ratings

showed a positive and, direct relationship on performance:
The higher the initial ratings, the higher was the perform-

ance level. Other key findings were noted:

a. Duration of Follow-Through participation evidenced
nb influence on achievement or'self-concept except
at second grade.

b. Attendance and chronological age hardly showed any

impact on performance.

c. PLR scores (Kuhimann-Anderson) appeared to he the

best predictor of achievement and self-concept when

available,

d. Selected pre-test measures were also found to be

good predictors of children's performance.

Findings from item number 8 suggest that the'tine of the

data collection may determine the degree of impact of such

data on performance. The more recent the test data, the

higher are the probabilities of its significant impact; the

more remote the test data, the less are the probabilities of

demonstrating a significant influence. The recency of ini-

tial self-concept ratings, pre-test measures, and PLR scores

may account for its consistent significant effects on per-

formance. Similarly, the effects of Metropolitan Readiness

Tests total scores (obtained at kindergarten) were only found

to be significantly predictive of performance at first grade.

Its influence became less evident, however, at the'upper

primary levels.



9. Ratifigs of Follow-Through teachers by the Project admin-
istrative staff on a seVen-point ResnoAsive Classroom
Observation Rating Seale indicated implementation of the
Responsive Principle with the more 'responsive' classroom
behaviors at kindergarten with the less responsive class-
room behaviors at first grade. The following key findings
were noted:

. Utilization of the Language ExperienceS in Reading
approach decreases as one goes .up the grade level.

Degree of teache/'s verbal demeaning behavior appeared
to be strongly correlated with application of strong
physical force to insure classroom control.

10. Relationships between mean ratings received and class achieve-
ment from kindergarten to third grade, were not evident.

These.findings suggest that other critical variables

affect classroom achievement other" than the degree-of imple-

mentation of 'Responsive' classroom environment principle, or

the duration of Project-teaching experience. These findings

further suggest the need to re-examine those variables

presently unknown which are affecting classroom performance.

B. Implications Ind Recommendations

Project Effectiveness and Achievement: Project Follow-

Through appeared to bp most effective at kindergarten and first

grade, and least effective .at the upper grade levels. At the two

lower grade levels, Follow-Through children evidenced a higher

level of basic readiness and achievement skills than did the

control children. At the upper grade levels (grades 2 through 4),

control children tended to show significantly higher level of

performance than did Follow-Through children.

The superior performance of Kindergarten and First

Grade Follow-Through children over the control groups alluded to,
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re:Inesents increasing c:,:ft:ctivenss of this prog.rTI ovcr follr to

four iTnd a hnf years of ProjeC: operation. In the past (durin;;

the school .1uary-June 19(R, V)6S-1Y69 and 190-1970),

control children had aWays dc,!onstrat,,d siA-nificantly higher

level ef peyfoTance than did K3nderrarten To] lo1;-Through

children until the 1970-H7l school y-nr, when the trend was

reversed. Kinderg.:trten children then evidenced

hiRlir level of readiness tha.1 did the

control groups for the first time in three nnd a 111f years.

The trend was continued to the current school year. The signi-

ficaoly higher level of performance of first Grade Follow-

Through children over the control group during the 1971-1972

school year occurred for the first time in four yea-.-s of imple-

mentation of First Grade Follow-Through Project. The implication

from these findings appears to be that continuing implemntation

will result in increasint7. Project effectiveness to affect achieve-

ment and readiness skills, with increasing understanding of the

theory underlying the 'Responsive' classroom environment with

increasing experience in its implementation. It should he noted,

however, that the Responsive Environment Principle ns presently

implemented, has undergone several modifications introduced at the

local level. Some structure has been added to what has been

considered 'too open' or 'too unstructured approach of the

Responsive Principle in an effort to make it more relevant to

the local needs. It is highly probable, therefore, that the

increasing effectiveness of this Project may he a function of the



local imuset to t':e Pespnnsiv en%:icnnt,

the sole influence of the .resl,onsivc anprn:).ch,

Trends reflecting lower perform:rnce of l'ollow-Through

children when corr.-a-red to co .,vol cHlcheL st second and third

g7adcs zl)peared to he continuin,-. Preduel. objectives relative to

achievement, selfconcent, and attendance were badly attained

this year as in the previous years. These trends ms v be func-

tier, of children's earlier expesnrc to a praram in its early

developmei:tal pluisc. The Penonsive proeriir then, two years age,

was operating in a random trial-error fashion, with it5, share of

problems which are usually associated with nilot programs in its

initial year of operation. Or, the poor ellserved performance may

he a function of children's eaylier exposure to a tot all 'un-

structured' or 'too open' approaches, primarily diverted at de-

veloping their self-concept.

Follow-11T Stuc'is and Achievement: The superior per-

formance of control children over Follow - Through children at

grades 2 and 3 during the 1971-1972 school year (see pages 12-13)

was not always verified by the follow-up studies. A two-year

follow-up of controls and Second Grade Follow-Through children

indicated that although the controls showed significantly higher

level of achievement at the end of the second year, differences

were not as great as those observed a year earlier. A two-year

follow-up of Third Grade Follow-Through and control children

indicated that differences at the end of second grade and at the

end of third grade were non-significant. Group differences which
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consisteiltly 1,, have

disappearn over t ime.

FinOin from these fc,llow-nn studies my he a function

of many factors ooeuring Wiring the 1071 -1972 school year. The

most obvious was the chn7lge in admini,;tration of Project Follow-

Through. This chad.c at the to horalded other equally important-

changes most nvident in nroaram structure, program emphasis, and

in staff receptvit" ides. A structure was introduced into

what has been i'y fluid, open, and very unstructured pro-

gram, although the general intent of the responsive program struc-

ture was maintained. Awareness of huiloing up the child's self-

concept continued co be the focus of the program, but not at the

expense of ignoring such basic skills as reading at grades 1 to 3.

The child's curiosity, his capacity to learn, and interest were

utilized as a media on which to provide individualized classroom

instruction, but teachers assumed a more active role in guiding

learing activities for acquisition of basic skills. The Model's

basic reading approach, Language Fxperiences in Reading, for

example, was supplemented with other reading approaches at the

discretion of the teacher involved. Teaching staff's reactions

to the change in administrative set-up was very positive. A

rapport established between Project administration and teaching

staff, no doubt resulted in greater cooperation and more willing-

ness to try out new ideas than would have been possible, under

different circumstances.

- 21 -



Another -;'actor worth consd,:rinp is t)-.e pattern.

Over a two year peHod, child.±.en from rollu.,-Th-rough and eGntrel

schools weve hardly stai,le. eN%77:1)(", in the. follov-np of

Third (race 01,(' f:ont.fel )ess nn half

of Follow-Mrowh :y1)1:7) as compared to 59':. of .control

group who stayed. Were those who were roving out or the district

the higher ilchieving, t1-1 no:. not ivated younc7sTer:;?

Proiect Fffectivcnc -ss Sel,7-Concent: 0,c of the

unusual findings i.n this report is that Follov:-Through children

failed to demonstrate consistently significantly higher level of

self-concept ratings than did the controls. Only Kindergarten

Follow-Through children demonstrated significantly higher self-

concept ratings, as compared to comparable control group. When

one considers that the Responsive Environment Principle is built:

around the enhancement of the child's self-concept, it is romari-

able that its manifestation was not at all evident. However,

this finding may he a function of the test instrument utilized.

Teachers' ratings may not truly reflect a valid measurement of

the child's self-concept. Furthermore, one wonders also what is

self-concept? Are there better, more valid techniques of assess-

ing change in self-concept?



F;icrorF, Affeci.Yrt: Acicv(!-A,nt ?Lc'

lation on the :idver!-,e effects mobility We're not confirmed,

as duration of Folle::-Ihrouh partic;pation wls found to have

no illpnct. on performanc.c. A':tendz-ince, and ;:ronoloiczi3

ace wore found :o have no inonct also. The consistent

positive effects of teachers' iniZiol self-concept ratings of

participants appeared to he somewhat related to the self-ful-

fiiling prophesy, alluded to by Clari: in 1965, and by Rosenthal

and Jaason in 1968. Tt should be noted, ho never, that other

variables including PLR scores and selected pre-test measures

which were found to he gooe, predictors of performance, were

administe-d at almost the same time as the teachers' self-con-

cept ratings. That time of data collection may in part deter-

mine the significance of their influence on performance is

strongly suspected. As noted earlier, it appears that the

more recent the test data, the higher the probabilities of a

significant impact, and vice versa.

Teaching Influence and Performance: Trends were not

consistent when mean ratings on the Responsive Classroom Rating

Scale were correlatedvith class performance across four grade

levels. Spearman relationship ranged from -1 at kindergarten

to 0 at first grade.

When class achievement was correlated with duration of

Project experience, correlations were consistently low from first

to third grade. The high correlations noted at kindergarten may



again he a fbuctinn of

teachers involved.

Completion rLtinu by he Prc.jN't

staff may r-efiect some biases that would affect the vHidity of

thc, intrumnt, and therofere, nsi( p pi:ture cif

the real elqsroom m.cher's bahavier. validity of the rat-

ing instrument may also he of som,! question. To steomari:c

hriefl;!, the low correlations beten classroom achiev.:. ent and

&Tree Of implemenvtion of resuonf.,ive prriciple, as ;,,1l as be-

tweet) classroom achiev,,ment and duration of Project:-e:iching

exprience, faigge:-:t the exis ence of other var:.nblc.s which have

more in.,)act on class performance.

Recommendations: Based on findings presented earlier,

and in interviews with Project staff, the following reccmmenda-

tions are suggested:

Project Follow-Through may he eentined on a
limited basis.

2. Project evaluation should include an assess-
ment of other critical variables affecting
children's performance.



III. PROJECT Df:SCR1PTIO:4

Project Follow-Through served a total of Inn pupils From

kindergarcen through third grade, during the 1971-1972 school year.

A total of 14 classes operatc.1 under the Project, with two classes

at kindergarilen,1 and four classes each at grades 1, 2, and 3. In

addition, two classes at fourth grade, consisting of 66 pupils,

received some limited indirect Project services in the form of in-

service training from fourth grade class.loom teachers.

The Follow-Through School, Mary R. Martin, evidenced the

following characteristics during the 1971-1972 school year:

. Approximately nine out of every ten children were
on Public Assistance,

. Approximately five out of every ten children
attended schools other than the Follow-Through
School during the school year.

. Pupils attending the Follow-Through school
evidenced an Average level of general mental
functioning, based on performance on the Kuhl-
mann-Anderson Test at three grade levels (grades
2, 3, and 6).

. Pupils at first grade evidenced an Averag
Readiness status for success in first ,Trade
work, based on mean performance of 62.59 (C
rating) on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests.

. Pupils attending the FollowThrough school
were functioning at least eight months below
grade level in basic reading skills, based
on-performance on the Stanford Paragraph
Meaning subtest at entry to grades 2 and 3.

1
The original four kindergarten classes were reduced to two

classes in February 1972 because of a drop in enrollment.
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. Pupils attending the Follow-Through school
were functioning at lease six months below
grade level in basic computational skills,
based on the Stanford Arithmetic suhtest at
entry to grades 2 and 3.

. Pupils attending, the Follow-Through school
evidenced mean attendance of 163.32, repre-
senting 91% of the total 150 school days.

A. Participant Characteristics

A total of approximately 466 pupils were served by the

Fallow- Through Project. of this number, 400 pupils representing

86% were enrolled in 14 lollow-Through classes at kindergarten

through third grade. The remaining 66 pupils at fourth grade

received, indirect and limited services through participation of

their classroom teachers in locally-conducted Follow-Through in-

service sessions.

Average daily membership (ADM) was estimated at 3'9

pupils from kindergarten through third grade and 62 pupils at

fourth grade. ADM pupil distribution by grade and sex follows

below:

Grade Total Girl Boy

Kindergarten 77 38 39

1 104 53 51

2 94 53 41

3 104 54 50

4 62 32 30

The Kindergarten Follow-Through pupils evidenced the follow-

ing characteristics:

Four out of every ten pupils had preschool
experience.

Pupils were functioning at 26th percentile in
readiness skills, based on their performance
on the Stanford Early School Achievement Test
(SESAT) at entry.
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Mean attendance at the end of the school year
was estimated at 1:,9 days, representing 887,

of the required 180 school d3ys.

The First Grade Follow-Through pupils evidenced the follow-

ing characteristics:

Approximately four out of every ten pupils had

preschool experience.

Approximately five out of every ten pupils
attended schools other than the Follow-Through
school from kindergarten through first grade,
based on the estimated mobility rater of 1.4.

Mean duration of Follow-Through participation
was estimated at 302.78 days, representing 84%
of 360 school days (kindergarten through first
grade).

Mean attendance during the 1971-1972 school year
was estimated at 165.5 days, representing 92% of
the 180 school days.

Pupils were functioning at the Average level in
readiness skills at entry, based on the mean per-
formance of 62.5 (C rating) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests Total Score.

The Second Grade Follow-Through children evidenced the following

characteristics:

Approximately five out of every ten pupils had
preschool experiences.

Mean duration of Follow-Through participation
was estimated at 426.08, representing 79% of
the 540 school days (from kindergarten through
second grade).

Mean attendance during the 1971-1972 school
year was estimated at 163.7, representing 91%
of the 180 school days.

1
Mobility index represents a gross measure of how long children

stay in a given school or the number of school transfers children make in a

year. It represents the ratio of the number of entries, transfers, and with-

drawals to the average daily membership for a given school.
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. Pupils were functioning at least five months
below expectancy in basic reading and math
skills at entry to second grade.

The Third Grade Fo7low-Through pupils demonstrated the follow-

ing characteristics:

. Approximately five out of every ten pupils had
pre5chool experiences.

Approximately five out of every ten pupils
attended schools other than the Follow-Through
school --7(2:, 1:.inden,arten through third grade,
based e- c71':i-ated mobility rate of 1.94.

. Mean duration of Follow-Through particiration
was estimated at 465 days, representing 6696 of
the 720 school days (from kindergarten through
third grade).

. Mean attendance during the 1971-1972 school year
was estimated at 165.7 days, representing 92% of
the 180 school days.

. Participants were functioning on the average 1.3
years below expectancy in basic reading skills at
entry to third grade.

. Participants were functioning on the average one
year below expectancy in basic math skills at
entry to third grade.

Pupils at fourth grade evidenced the following characteristics:

. Approximately four out of every ten pupils had
preschool experience.

. Approxi7.1v five out of every ten pupils
attended schools other than the Follow-Through
school, based on the estimated mobility rate of
2.10.

. Mean duration of attendance in this school was
estimated at 541.87 days, representing 67% of
the 810 school days (from kindergarten through
fourth grade).

. Mean attendance during the 1971-1972 school year
was estimated at 163.5, representing 91% of the
180 school days.
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.
Participants were functioning on the average two

years below expectancy in reading skills at entry

to fourth grade.

B. Project Operations

Project Follow-Through operated a total of 14 classes, kinder-

garten through third grade, and offered limited consultation services

to two classes at the fourth grade. Unique components of the 14 Follow-

Through classes were as follows:

. A full day program for Kindergarten Follow-
Through pupils in contrast to the half-day
programs for non-Kindergarten Follow-Through
classes.

. Application of the Responsive Environment
Principle at kindergarten through third grade.

. Use of the Language Experiences in Reading
(LPIR).

Use of the Curriculum Development Associates
(CDA) math program.

. Regular in-service sessions.

. Creative utilization of paraprofessional and
volunteer personnel in the classroom.

. Comprehensive supportive services including
medical-dental-social-psycholOgical services.

. Real and active parent involvement.

. Employment of low-income neighborhood residents.

At fourth grade, participation of fourth grade classroom

teachers in Follow-Through'in-service sessions represented its only

association with the Project. The general object of this limited

service was to help these classroom teachers, whose classes are follow-

ing the traditional classroom teaching, which is to acquire some under-

standing of the Responsive Environment Principle, as a majority of

their pupils had been in Project Follow-Through.
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Instruction ..Ind Curriculum: The curriculum utilized at

Project. Follow - Through, kindergarten through third grade, is based

upon the Responsive Environment Follow-Through Program. This program

is based on the following basic principles:

. Children learn at different rates.

. Children learn in different ways.

processes:

. Children learn best when they are interested in
what they arc learning.

The Responsive Environment Program consists of the following

. The learning environment should be responsive
to the child.

. The child should be free to explore the learn-
ing environment.

. The child should he free to set his own pace
of learning.

. The learning activities should not depend upon
extrinsic rewards that are not a part of the
learning experience.

. Whenever possible, the child should be informed
about the consequences of his acts.

The environment should be arranged so the child
is likely to make a series of interconnected
discoveries about his physical environment and
social world.

The principles of the Responsive Environment approach served

as the basic guidelines in developing curriculum for five subject areas.

These subject areas included Reading,Science, Social Studies, Mathe-

matics, and Physical Education:

. Reading - The "Van Allen Language Experience in
Reading" (LEIR) has been utilized in the first,
second, and third grade. This approach makes no
definitive distinction between the reading pro-
gram and the development of listening, speaking,
and writing skills. The LEIR approach plans for
developing a basic sight vocabulary and competence
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in using a variety of word recognition shills, for
providing a wide variety of reading materials and
integrating the various communication shills, and
of developing motivation to re::d.

A design for reading is stimulated through the
child's reslization that his oral language expres-
sion, based upon his own experiences and thoughts,
can be written and read along with reading thc
thoughts and ideas of others. The Language Experi-
ence Approach does not require regular reading
periods and follow-up activities for each day for
every child.

(Refer to Appendix A-2 for a sample of a unit lesson).

. Science - Science instruction was based upon the
Material Objects and Relativity subjects from the
Science Curriculum Improvement Study Program (SCIS).
The two units represent the units utilized by the
Project. The program "Material Objects" unit uses
tho properties of matter as the vehicle to develop
the process skills such as ohservation, classification
interpretation, size-time-space relationships, commu-
nication, and sensory perception. Children are
provided with experiences that help to learn these
skills in a developmental structure, building on
earlier acquired skills. One of the main objec-
tives of the program is to involve children in inde-
pendent activity with as little "teacher interference"
as possible. The teacher acts as a resource person
and moves from child to child, or mini-group to mini-
group, personalizing the instruction and trying to

accommodate for individual differences in the group.

(Refer to Appendix A-3 for a sample of a unit lesson).

. Social Studies - Emphasis is placed on learning
activities that deepen the child's understanding of
his environment. The Materials and Activities for
Teachers and Children (MATCH) Project was utilized
as one of the vehicles to help the child understand
his environment. Pupils are allowed to experience
with varieties of phenomena including acting on.the
MATCH materials. Learning occurs then through child's
direct experiences, rather than through the traditional
one-sided teacher's input. These materials also help
the teacher to structure activities which will help
children learn from what they are doing rather than
from what they are being told.

(Refer to Appendix A-4 for a sample of a unit lesson).
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. Yiathematics - The Curriculum Development Associates
(CDA) approach provides for individual discoveries
through use of manipulative aids and devices essen-
tial in building mathematical concepts. Each child
will be an active particin:int in concept development
at the concrete and semi-concrete stages. Primary
emphasis focuses on thinl:Ing, reasoning, and under
standing rather than on nnrely mechanical responses.
Fxtenive use has been made of both the logical
stricture of mathematics and the discovery approach
to learning.

(Refer to Appendix A-5 for a sample of a unit lesson).

. Physical Education The physical education curriculum
has concentrated on movement education. Opportunities
were created for children to learn about and experience
movement in all forms to understand how movement influ-
ences the way lie feels about himself, and the degree
to which movement influences his achievements.

Teaching techniques utilize problem solving techniques
ranging from extremely free movement experiences to
thoe designed with more structure.

C. Staff Development

Staff development represented one of the critical components

of Project Follow-Through. Its purpose is to provide an in-depth under-

standing of the philosophy and theory underlying the Responsive Environ-

ment Principle. Continuing efforts on its integration with classroom

techniques and procedures through classroom observations, regular commu-

nication among all parties (staff-administrators-Sponsor), involving

regular feedback of all processes, etc., have been attempted.

Staff development has been conducted at two levels:

. At the local level, the two program advisors of
the administrative staff were responsible for
conducting in-service sessions for the 25 profes-
sional and 25 paraprofessional staff.

. At the national level, the Program Sponsor, Far
-West Laboratories, conducts regional meetings in
different sections of the country and has been
attended by the local Follow-Through administra-
tive staff.
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The in-service sessions conducted at the local level included

the following activities:

. A four-day orientation workshop prior to the open-
ing of the 1971-1972 school year.

. In- service session for ;,11 Follow-Through staff
was held twice a month,with each session lasting
for 1 1/2 hours.

. Inservice session by grade level was held once a
week, with each session lasting an hour.

The following topics were discussed in these meetings:

. Role and Contribution of Evaluation to the Follow-
Through Project.

. Effective Utilization of Parent Involvement and
Volunteers inProject Follow-Through.

. Assessment of Pupil Progress.

. Feedback of 1970-1971 Evaluation.

. Limits of the Responsive Environment.

. Demeaning Teacher Behavior.

. Care and Use of Equipment Involved in the-Respon-
sive Environment.

. Overview of Follow-Th~Jugh.

. Curriculum Development Associates Math.

. Language Experiences in Reading.

. Individualizing Instauction.

. Discipline.

. Developing Basic Skills in A Responsive Environment.

At the national level, a total of three regional meetings

were attended by the Project administrative staff. In addition, a

total of nine workshops was conducted by the Program Sponsor,

in Cleveland for all Follow - Through staff.
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Content of the regional ir..oetingf: included the following:

. Problems in the implementation of the Responsive
Environment Principle.

. Ass..ssment of classroom techniques through class-
room observations.

. Communication and feedback.

. Curriculum in the Responsivo Environment.

The other nine workshops were jointly sponsored by the Far

West Laboratory and Follow-Through administrative staff.

These meetings were ;,..1)e-,,,ed directly to the actual classroom processes

such as the following:

. Implementation of the LEIR approach.

. Implementation of the CDA Math program.

. Individualize. instruction.

. Establishment of limits and discipline in the
Responsive Environment classroom.

. Effective utilization of Toy Library Centers.

D. Supportive Services

Provision of comprehensive supportive services represents a

significant change in the role of the Follow-Through School. It is not

only a place of learning, but has assumed a new role as a coordinating

agency in the community. It has attempted to integrate comprehensive

social welfare services and real parent commitment into the total learn-

ing situation.

Supportive services consisted of medical, dental, psychological,

social-work, and parent involvement. A description of the activities

provided by these services follows:
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P:lehological Servi:es:

. Sixty-three childrcr. received psychological
assessment.

. Thirty-eight referred for intellectual
evaluation.

. Twenty -five referred for social-emotional
difficulties.

. Fifty conferences with teachers relative to psycho -
locial asse:;sment. of children.

. Twenty-two conferences with parents.

. Nineteen pupils were seen for crisis-intervention.

. Thirty-three pupils were referred to more appropriate
resources for additional help.

. Twenty-six pupils participated in psychologist-con-
ducted group meetings.

. Seventy-seven pupils participated in a psychologist-
organized tutoring program across age and grade groups-.

Social Work Services: A total of approximately 250 children

received social work services. Services ranged from the simple provi-

sion of appropriate school clothing or shoes to the complex task of

helping parents work with behavior problems of the child.

Some excerpts from the report of the social worker follows

below:

....unfortunately, many of the children attending
Mary B. Martin School are often denied simple
material things which are needed for acceptance
among their peers. The need for proper clothing
and shoes is obvious. Whenever the principal
has shoe certificates, the social worker immediately
contacts the child's parents in order to determine
if it would be all right for their children to
accept them. Following presentation, the social
woli.r takes the child or children to purchase shoes
or boots for them. Some, used, but wearable.cloth-
ing is kept on hand to he given out by the social
worker in cases of emergencies.
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"Social worker works closely with many of the
component parts of Follow-Through. Home visits
are made to emphasize the importance of the
parents keeping dental appointments for their
...hildrun. If the parents are unable to take
the child to the dentist or doctor, the social
worker assumes these responsibilities. When the
children become ill at school , the parents are
notified by the social m,rker. If hospin.liza-
tion is required as noted in several cases, the
social worker assumes this responsibility follow-
ing parent's approval.

"Absenteeism is an acute problem with many children
in school. In order to find out the reason for the
child's continued absenteeism, the social worker
makes p._;icdic home visits in odder to talk with
the child's parents.

"Behavioral problems are often noted in the classroom.
When the teacher finds it difficult to cope with the
situation, team meetings including the social worker
are held. Infrequently, the psychologist may think
it necessary to make a referral to a definite clinic.
The social worker, parents and child work very
closely together in such cases."

Medical: A total of 200 children received direct medical

services provided Ly a private and by a school physician. One hundred

and eighteen of these children representing 59% were seen by a private

physician, and the remaining 82 (41%) were seen by the school physician.

The following services were provided by the private physician.

. Complete physical examination.

. Urinalysis.

. Hematocrat.

. Testing for sickle cell anemia.

. Immunization.

. Treatment of tonsillitis, ear infections, conjnc-
tivitis, and dermatitis.



The following, services were provided by the school health

services:

. Complete physical examination.

. Tuberculin testing.

. Immunization and vaccinations.

Dental Services: All Follow-Through children received general

dental screening examinations at the beginning of the 197)-1972 school

year. In addition, toothbrush kits and dental floss along with short

lessons in nutrition and dental care were provided.

Additional dental services included the following:

Two hundred twenty-nine children found to have
dental defects were referred to private dentists.

, Private dental services for these children included
full mouth rehabilitation-prophylaxis, fluoride
treatments, and restorative dentistry.

Parent Involvement: Parent participation in this Project

occurred at two _evels:

. At the grassroots level among parents of Follow -
Through participants.

. At the upper echelon level among the elected
membership of the Parents' Advisory Committee
(PAC).

Parents of Follow-Through children attended ten parent group

meetings during the 1971-1972 school year, which reported an average

attendance of 37 parents. Topics in these meetings ranged from a

discussion of the Follow-Through organizational chart to a discussion

on the outstanding contributiOn of the Negroes to the American society.

In addition, a total of seven special parent activities were

conducted under Follow-Through direction. These activities included

the following:



. Tour of Cleveln:A's YRTWIU House and the Booth
Talbert Clinic (23 present).

. A two-day educational tour of Washington, D.C.
(41 present).

. Lecture for the Cleveland Police Department on
Drugs (37 present).

. Meetings with the district councilmen to discuss
the need for school guards and what to do about
empty buildins in the vicinity of the Follow-
Through School.

. Lunched r-etings.

The PAC r.i:.._.,ents the planning and decision-making body.

Approximately more than 5O& of its membership was elected among Follow-

Through parents. The remaining were non-Follow-Through parents who were

appointed to their position by Follow-Through parents and the local

health-welfare agencies.

A total of eight PAC meetings was held during the school

year, which reported nn average attendance of 14 parents.



I V. EVALUATION

Selection of control schools at kindergarten to fourth

grade continued to he based on their 'approximate' comparability to

the Follow-Through school on three measures: pcverty,
1
mobility,

2

and achievement lidices. The same schools utilized in previous

school years for evaluation of Project Follow-Through (kindergarten

through third grade) continued to serve as controls during the 1971-

1972 school year.

Data for these three indices (Chart I) by school indicated

the following key findings:

Kindergarten: Follow-Through schnol tended to he slightly
poorer and lower in achievement than the control school.
However, both groups were almost comparable in mobility
patterns.

First Grade: Follow-Through school was considerably
higher in poverty and in mobility indices, but lower
in achievement than Control 1 school.

Both Follow-Through and Control 2 schools were comparable
in poverty. However, Control 2 school showed considerable
lower mobility and higher achievement when compared to
Follow-Through school.

1
Poverty index represents a gross measure of socio-economic

patterns of children attending a particular school. It represents the
ratio of the number of children from Public Assistance families for a
given school to the total number of children from Public Assistance
families.

2
Mobility index represents a gross measure of she number of

school transfers children make in a year. It represents the ratio of
the number of entries, transfers, and withdrawals to the average daily
membership for a given school.

3
Achievement index represents a gross measure of learning

occurring in a given school based oa median scores obtained on the
Kuhlmann-Anderson (B, CD, andFF), on the Comprehensive Test of Basic
Skills (CTRS) Reading Comprehension and Arithmetic Computation subtexts.
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Second FoPw-Tough school wns considernhly
higheT in pc.vrty an,1 in moility indices, as compared
to Control School. However, control school evidenced
slightly higher achievement than did Follow-Through
school.

Third Grade: Roth Follow-Through and control schools
were geneTally comparable in povrTty indices. However,

Follow-Throil school evidenced )ijer mobility index
and lower achievement as compared to Follow-Through
school.

Fourth Grade: Roth Follow-Through and Control 1 schools
were comparcole in poverty index. However, Control 1

school was considerably higher in mobility, and slightly
higher in achievement, when compared to Follow-Through
school.

Follow-Through school tended to be comparable in poverty
and in mobility indices as compared to Control 2 school.
However, Control 2 school tended to he slightly higher
in achievement when compared to Follow-Through school.

These three measures represent at least rough indicw:ors of

the general comparability of Follow-Through and Control schools. The

comparability of these control schools with the Follow-Through school

represents only an avroximate estimation, in the absence of better

methods of gauging comparability. The reader is, therefore, urged to

exercise some caution in the interpretation of the findings.
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A. Evaluation of 1971-1972 Kindergarten Follow- Through Project

The evaluation report on the 1971-1972 Kindergarten Follow-

Through l'roject will attempt to respond to the following questions:

. Did Kindergarten Follow-Through children show
significantly hi 'her level of performance than
control groups in readiness sIdlls and attend-
ance?

. Were there factors other than present Linder-
gartcn placement which is exerting some influ-
ence on children's performance?

1. Design

A four-factorial multivariate analysis of covariance

design (Sex x Preschool Experience x Teacher x School) served

as the basic design:

Sex
. Girl
. Boy

Preschool Experience
. No Preschool Experience
. Preschool Experience

School
. Control
. Follow-Through

Teacher
. A

Colitrol
. B

. C Follow-Through

. D

Dependent Variables (May 1972)

Metropolitan Readiness Word Meaning
Metropolitan Readiness Listening
Metropolitan Readiness Matching
Metropolitan Readiness Alphabet
Metropolitan Readiness Numbers
Metropolitan Readiness Copying
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Stanford Early School Achievement. (SESN1) Environment
SESAT Mathematics
SESAT Letters and Sounds
SESAT Aural Comprehension
Attendance
Self-Concept Rating

Indvendent Variables (Covarintes) (October 1971)

SESAT Environment
SESAT Mathematics
SESAT Letters and Sounds
SESAT Aural Comprehension
Self-Concept Ratin57
Chronological Age
Mobility

2. Presentation of Findings
1

'

The following findings were summarized from the ahalysis:

. Differences attributed to school were highly
significant (p.0001).

. Differences attributed to preschool experience
were highly significant (p,.001).

. Differences attributed to teachers were highly
significant (p.001).

a. Controls Vs. Follow-Through Children at Kindergarten

This discussion will attempt to provide answers to

the following question: Did Kindergarten Follow-Through children

show significantly higher level of achievement, attendance, and

self-concept ratings?

Kindergarten Follow-Through children demonstrated signi-

ficantly higher readiness skills (p(.001to 11.0001) than did the

control group (Table 1).

1 Multivariate and Stepdown F-values were based on mean scores
adjusted for unequal number of cases and effect's of five pre-test measures
(Stanford I subtests and self-concept rating).

2
Mean scores presented in the subsequent tables represent adjusted

scores. Refer to Tables B-1 to R -3 in Appendix B for real or observed scores.
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TABLE 1

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STEPDOWN F-VALUES: CONTROL VS.
FOLLOW-1HROUCH CHILDREN AT KINDERGARTEN*

Dependent Variable
Follow- :Stepdown

Control Through

MRT Word Meaning 7.71 8.43 1.13
MRT Listening 9.18 11.60 21.81**
MRT Matching 9.12 9.64 0.05
MRT Alphabet 13.01 12.89 0.81

MRT Numbers 11.56 12.42 0.01
MRT Copying 5.53 6.02 2.94
SESAT Environment 28.37 27.91 ! 1.14

SESAT Mathematics 16.14 17.16 3.38

SESAT Letters and Sounds 18.67 17.36 2.20

SESAT Aural Comprehension 15.96 17.18 1.60

Attendance 167.40 158.90 15.79**

SelfConcept Rating 3.05 3.70 10.69***

* Multivariate F = 6.40, p.0001
** p<.0001

*** p.001

. Overall group difference was highly
significant.

, Three out of 12 de-dendent variables
contributed significantly to the overall
group difference: Follow-Through
children evidenced higher levels of word
analysis skills (MRT Listening) and self-
concept ratings than did the other group.
However, control children showed signifi-
cantlyhigher attendance than did the
Follow-Through children.



h. Differences Botwen Tcnners
Control ,:nd Follow-Plrouh Schools

This discussion will attempt to respond to the follow-

ing question: Were there differences in performance between

different classrooms?

Analysis of classroom performance on the 12 depen-

dent variables as one measure of teacher effect indicated that

teacher differences were highly significant (.001) within

control and Follow-Throur.h schools (Table 2)..

TABLE 2

SUMMARY OF MULTIVARTATE F- VALUES FOR TFACHER COMPARISONS
BASED ON TWELVE DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Teacher
Teacher Holding Multivariate

Comparisons I Advantage P-Values

Control School

B 3.09 pK.001A Vs. B

Follow-Through
School

C 3.26 p.001C Vs. D

The following two tables summarize the findings based

on comparisons between kindergarten teachers from control and

Follow-Through schools,



TABLE 3

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STEPDOWN F-VALUES: TEACHER A \'S. B

IN CONTROL SCHOOL AT LiDERC,ARTEN*

Dependent Variable Teacher A:Teacher B
Stepdewn

MRT Word Meaning 5.22 10.20 16.88*
MRT Listening 7.82 10.58 0.14
MRT Matching 10.69 7.56 8.79"
MRT Alphabet 12.61 13.41 1.84
MRT Numbers 11.05 12.06 0.23
MRT Copying 5.91 5.15 1.48
SESAT Environment 25.62 1 31.12 1.89
SESAT Mathematics 15.69

1

16.59 1.02
SESAT Letters and Sounds 18.57 / :!8.76 0.05
SESAT Auial Comprehension 15.55 16.38 1.11
Attendance 168.10 166.60 0.09
Self-Concept Rating 3.01 i 3.10 2.02

* p(.0001
** p.05

. Overall group difference was highly
significant (p (.0001) in favor of
Teacher B.

. Two out of 12 dependent variables
contributed significantly to the
overall group difference: Control
class under Teacher B demonstrated
better-developed verbal concepts
(MRT Word Meaning) than did the
other control class. However, the
control class under Teacher A showed
significantly better visual-perceptual
skills (MRT Matching) than did the
group under Teacher B.



TABLE 4

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STEPDOWN F-VALUES: TEACHER C VS. D
IN FOLLOW-THROUGH SCHOOL AT KINDERGARTEN*

Depenuent Variable Teacher C Teacher D
Stcpdown

MRT Word Moaning 10.45 6.41 24.99**
MRT Listening 12.46 10.73 0.05
I'IRT Matching 10.67 8.60 1 0.56
MRT Alphabet 14.26 11.52 . 2.20
MRT Numbers 12.90 11.95 1.04
MRT Copying 6.11 5.94 1.39

SESAT Environment 28.52 27.30 0.04
SESAT Mathematics 17.31 17.01 0.02
SESAT Letters and Sounds j 17.85 16.88 i 0.37
SESAT Aural Comprehension 17.46 18.14 1.38
Attendance 161.60 156.10 4.51***
Self-Concept Rating 4.02 3.37 i 1.66

* p\.001

** .\n' 0001
*** p(.05

. Overall group difference was highly
significant (p(.001) in favor of
Teacher C.

Two out of 12 dependent variables
contributed significantly to the
overall group difference: Follow-
Through class under Teacher C
demonstrated higher levels of verbal
concepts (MRT Word Meaning) and attend-
ance than did the class under Teacher D.



c. No Preschool Vs. Preschool Experience

This discussion will attempt to respond to the follow-

ing question: Were there differences in readiness skills, self-

concept, and attendance between children with and without pre-

school experiences at Kindergarten Follow-Through and control

classes?

Table 5 indicated that differences between the two

groups were highly significant (1).noll with the most evident

differences noted in MRT Word Meaning subtest and Attendance.

TABLE 5

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STEPDOWN F-VALUES: NO PRESCHOOL
VS. PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE AT KINDERGARTEN*

Dependent Variable
No

Preschool Preschool
Stepdown

MRT Word Meaning 8.43 7.70 9.01**
MRT Listening 10.73 10.04 0.15
MRT Matching 8.76 10.00 0.25
MRT Alphabet 12.78 13.12 0.86
MRT Numbers 12.39 11.59 2.21
MRT Copying 6.20 5.35 2.74
SESAT Environment 28.40 27.88 0.83
SESAT Mathematics 16.73 16.57 0.05
SESAT Letters and Sounds 17.73 18.30 0.16
SESAT Aural Comprehension 17.18 16.58 0.40
Attendance 159.80 166.50 13.99**
Self-Concept Rating 3.53 3.22 1.13

* Multivariate F = 2.84, p(.001
** 13.001

. Two cut of 12 dependent variables con-
tributed to the group difference: Children
with no preschool demonstrated higher verbal
concepts (MRT Word Meaning) than did those
with preschool experience. However, children
with preschool showed higher attendance than
did these with no preschool experience.
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d. Effects of inderen,!ent '.'nriales CJiI

Achievement, Self-Conce:)t, Atte:I:lance

This discussion wiil attempt to respond to the follow-

ing question: To what degree did the pre-test measures corre-

late with achievement, self-concept, and attendance measures?

Which of the seven pre-test measures appeared to he the best

predictor of the dependent variables?

An overall significant degree of association between

the two sets of dependent and independent variables was noted:

Multivariate F = 1.72, 11'..0001. Two out of the seven covariates

demonstrated a significant degree of correlation with the twelve

dependent variables, when the contribution of each covariate was

analyzed independently.

A regression analysis of the 12 dependent and seven

independent variables indicated the following key findings:

. Approximately 10.240 of the variance of the
.:...pendent variables may be attributed to
the effects of the seven covariates.

. The seven covariates appeared to have signi-
ficant influence on all dependent variables.

Analysis of the independent contribution of the seven

covariates indicated that only two turned out to be significant

predictors of achievement, self-concept and attendance at the

end of the school year. The following observation was noted:

. The SESAT Environment and Mathematics subtests
demonstrated significant influences (p.0006
and 13(.01) on children's performance at the
end of kindergarten. The higher the Environ-
ment and Mathematics initial scores, the higher
were the performance levels at the end of the
school year.
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B. Evaluation of 1973-172 First Grp,2:c Follow-Through Project

The evaluation report of the 1971-1972 First. Grade Follow-

Through Project will attempt to respond to the following questions:

. Did First Grade Follow-Through children show
significantly higher level of hasic achieve-
ment skills and attendam.e than did the com-
parable control group?

. Were there factors other than Child Develop-
ment experience and present first grade place
meat which are exercising some influences on
children's r.Y'ormflnce?

1. Design

A five-factorial multivariate analysis of covariance

cross-nested design (Sex x Economic Status x Preschool Experi-

ence x School x Teacher Nested in School) served as the basc

design:

Sex
Girl

. Roy

Economic Status 1

. Poor
Non-Poor

Preschool Experience
. No Preschool Experience
. With Preschool Experience

School
. Control.

. Follow- Through

1
Identification of Non-Poor and Poor children was based on

eligibility criteria for the free federal lunch program. Data was available
from the child's permanent record card.
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......

Teacher
. A

. B

C

. 1)

.

F

C

. II

Control 1

Control 2

Follow-Through

Dependent Variables (M y_1072)

Stanford Primary I (Form X) Paragraph Meaning
Stanford Primary I (Form X) Vocabulary
Stanford Primary I orm X) Word Reading
Stanford Primary I (Form X) Arithmetic
Self-Concept Rating
Attendance

Independent Variables

Metropolitan Readiness Tests Total Score (May 1971)
Self-Concept Rating (October 1971)
Chronological Age
Mobility

2. Presentation of Findings
1

'

2

The following key findings were summarized from the analysis:

. Differences attributed to School Factor were
significant (p .0001).

. Differences attributed to Teacher Factor were
significant (p<.05 to p\.0001).

. Differences attributed to sex, preschool experi-
ence, and socio-economic status were not signi-
ficant.

1
Multivariate and Stepdown F- values were based on mean scores

adjusted for unequal number of cases (N) and effects of four measures (Metro-
politan Readiness Tests Total Score, Mobility, Chronological Age, and Self-
Concept Rating) serving as covariates.

2
Refer to Tables

in Appendix B.
B-4 and B-5 for the real or observed mean scores
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Control V5. Follow-Through at First C.rHe

This discussion will attempt:: to provide answers to the

following questions: Did First Grade Follow-Through children

show significantly higher level of achievement skills and attend-

ce than did control children?

Tables 6-7 indicated that differences were highly

significant when Follow-Through childrcn were compared with

either Contrul School l or 2chlidren. Group differences were

consistently in favor of Follow-Throuh children.

TABLE 6

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STEPDOWN F-VALUES: CONTROL
S. FOLLOW-THROUGH AT FIRST GRADE*

LOpendent Variable
IFollow- 1Stepdown

Control 1 ; Through F

Stanford I Paragraph Meaning 13.74 18.21 7.25**
Stanford I Vocabulary 18.50 15.40 37.60**
Stanford I Word Reading 18.82 20.12 0.82

Stanford I Arithmetic 26.67 34.06 6.78***
Self-Concept Rating 3.19 3.29 0.10

Attendance 165.80 165.50 1.82

* Multivariate F = 9.52, p(.0001
** P < 001

*** p<,.01

. Overall group difference was highly signifi-
cant (p(10001) in favor of Follow-Through
children.

. Three out of six variables contributed
significantly to the overall group differ-
ence: Follow-Thrcugh children evidenced
better comprehension (Paragraph Meaning)
and basic math skills (Arithmetic) than did
the controls. However, the control children
showed higher level of vocabulary skills
(Vocabulary) than did the Follow-Through

group.
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TABLE 7

ADJUSTED '11:AN SCORES AND SIFPPI:N F-VALHFS: CONTROL 2
VS. FOILOW-THPOUCH AT FIRST GIME*

Dependent Vari:ible Control

Follow-

2 Throuph
.Stepdown

Stanford I Paragraph ,,leaning 15.37 18.21 0.09

Stanford 1 Vocabulary 14.32 15.40 0.01

Stanford I Word Reading 17.65 20.12
Stanford I Arithmetic 24.03 34.66 17.98*
Self-Concept Eating 3.35 3.29 4.97"*
Attendance 161.40 165.50 1.41

* pK.000]
k* p(:.001

*** p.05

. Overall group difference was highly signifi-
cant (p .0001) in favor of Follow-Through
children.

. Three out of six variables contributed signifi-
cantly to the overall group difference: Follow-

Through children evidenced significantly better
skills in analyzing a word without the aid of a
context (Word Reading) and in basic math skills
(Arithmetic) than did control children. However,

control children evidenced significantly higher
self-concept ratings than did Follow-Through
children.

Differences Between Teachers Within
Control and Follow-Through Schools

This discussion will attempt to respond to the follow-

ing question: Were there differences in performance between

classrooms within control and Follow-Through schools?
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Table g indicates that clo.ssronm differences were

highly significant (p(.01). This finding appears to indicate

that teacher differences were present and appear to transcend

even differences between Follew-Through and control groups.

TABLE 8

SUMMARY OF MULTIVArIATE F-VALHES rop TEACHTT COMPARISONS
AT CONTROL AN!.) FOLLW-IIIROUCH FIRST GRADE CLASSES

Teacher
Teacher 1k 'Multivariate

Comparisons Advantage F-Value

Control 1

A Versus D D 2.05 p (.01

B Versus D D 5.34 p V001
C Versus D C 7.82 p<.0001

Control 2

F 4.44 p (.0001E Versus F

Follow-Through

G Versus J 4.84 p (.0001

H Versus J Fi 12.27 p <.0001

I Versus J J 8.02 p (.0001

When teachers were ranked according to overall class-

room achievement from highest to lowest, the following were noted:

Control 1

Teacher C
Teacher D
Teacher B
Teacher A

Control 2
. Teacher F
. Teacher E
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Follow-Through
. Teacher H
. Teacher C
. Teacher I
. Teacher J

The following seven t:,hles summarize the comparisons

of individual pairs of teachers which resulted in significant

differences, within the two control and the Follow-Through

schools.

TABLE 9

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORLS AND STEPDOWN F-VALHFS FOR TEACHER COMPARISONS
AT CONTROL l SCHOOL AT FIRST GRADE: TEACHER A VS. D (A) ,

TEACHER B VS. I) (B), TEACHER C VS. I) (C)

A. TEAC;IER A VS. D*

Dependent Variable Teacher A l'eacher D
Stepdown

i P.

Stanford I Paragraph Meaning 10.32 13.86 5.19*
Stanford I Vocabulary 14.18 19.84 8.04**
Stanford I Word Reading 15.70 I 15.85 0.01
Stanford I Alithmetic 24.4P 33.02 0.09
Self-Concept Rating 2.77 3.02 2.67
Attendance 161.10 1 167.40 1.50

* p(.01
** p.001

. Overall group difference between Teachers A
and D was highly significant (.01) in favor
of Teacher D.

. Two out of six dependent variables contributed
significantly to the overall group difference:
Children under Teacher D evidenced significantly
higher level of basic reading skills (Paragraph
Meaning and Vocabulary). than did the group under
Teacher A.
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B. TEAC }!ER B VS. D*

Dependent Variable
1 Stepdown

Teacher b 'Teacher D : F
_1

Stanford 1 Rragraph Meaning .11.34 10.77 12.07*
Stanford I Vocabulary 17.67 19.84 2.37
Stanford I Word Reading 18.66 15.85 2.71
Stanford I Arithmetic 20.72 33.02 12.50*
Self-Concept Rating 3.06 3.02 0.44

Attendance 168.00 167.40 0.81

* p C 0001

. Overall group difference was highly
significant (p(.0001).

. Two out of six dependent variables con-
tributed significantly to the overall
group difference: Children under Teacher
B evidenced higher comprehension skills
(Paragraph Meaning) than did the group
under Teacher D. However, children under
Teacher D showed higher computational
skills (Arithmetic) than did the group
under Teacher B.



C. TEACHER C VS. DA

iStepdown

Depe::dent Variable !Teacher C 'Teacher D F

Stanford I Paragraph Meaning 22.51 10.77 30.42*
Stanford I Vocabulary 22.31 19.54 1.62

Stanford i Word Reading 25.05 15.55 3.35**
Stanford I Arithmetic 28.44 33.02 S.55***

ScifConcept Rating 3.87 3.02 2.55
Attendance 166.80 167.40 1.51

p\.0001
** rV.05r,

*** jo.01

. Overall group difference was highly
significant (p.0001).

. Three out of six variables contributed
significantly to the overall group differ-
ence: Children under Teacher C demonstrated
higher level of basic reading skills includ-
ing comprehension (Paragraph Meaning), and word
analysis skills (Word Reading). However,

children under Teacher I) demonstrated higher
level of basic computational skills (Arith-
metic) as compared to children under Teacher C.



TABLE 10

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STEPDOn r-vuEs FOR TEACHER COMPARISONS
AT CONTROL 2 scum, AT FTEST GRADE: TEACHER F VS. E*

Stepdown
Dependent Variable Teacher F Teacher F

Stanford I Earagrarh Meani1W, 12.50 16.32 6..W**
Stanford I Vocabulary 14.69 14.20 0.37

Stanford I lord Reading 16.10 18.17 0.02

Stanford I Arithmetic 19.39 25.58 9.54/**

Self-Concept Rating 2.80 ).56
Attendance 164.90 160.20 1.44

* p(.0001
** 1.).001
***

. Overall group difference was highly
significant (260001)

. Three out of six variables contributed
significantly to the overall group
difference: Children under Teacher F
showed a higher level of comprehension
(Paragraph Meaning) and basic math skills
(Arithmetic) as well as higher self-con-
cept ratings than the group under Teacher E.



TART E 11

ADJUSTED MiAN SCORES AND STEPU( ?1: r:- VALUES FOR TEACHER CO-FARISONS
AT FOLLOW'THROUGH SCHOOL AT TTRST GME: 1F\CHER G VS. J (D),

TEACHER H VS. J (1%), TEACHER I VS. J (F) *

D. TEACHER G VS. J*

Dependent Variable ;Teacher (1 ;Teacher
Stepdown

. _

Stanford I Para rauE Icaning 20.07 11.69 8.42**
StanfordI Vocabulary 14.93 16.32 0.34

Stanford .[ Word Reading 21.93 18.17 0.24

Stanford I Arithuetic 36.76 26.49 2.56

Self-Concept Rating 2.96 3.30 13.87*
Attendance : 162.20 163.80 2.55

* P(.0001
** pcc.001

. Overall group difference was highly
significant (p(.0001).

. Two out of six variables contributed
significantly to the overall group differ-
ence: Children under Teacher G demonstrated
a higher level of comprehension skills
(Paragraph .!eaning). However, children
under Teacher J evidenced higher self-con-
cept ratings than did those under Teacher G.



TEACHER H VS. J*

Dcpendent VariaEk: Teacher H
Stepclown

Teacher J I

Stanford 1 Paragraph aning 23.39 11.6$ ,19.29*

Stanford I Vocabulary 35.07 j 16.32 2.90
Stanford 1 Word Readin 23.20 18.17 0.02
Stanford 1 Arithretie 29.50 I 26.49 5.9(1***

Self-Concept Rz.ting 3.32 3.30 9.12**
Attendance 163.70 163.80 1.68

* lq.0001
** 1.).001

*** pc.01

. Overall group difference was highly
significant (p(.0001).

. Three out of six variables contributed
significantly to the overall group differ-
ence: Children under Teacher H evidenced
a higher level of comprehension (Paragraph
Meaning) and computational skills (Arith-
metic) than did the group under Teacher J.
However, children under Teacher J evidenced
higher self-concept ratings.



F. TEACHER I VS. J*

Dependent Variable Teacher T Teacher
Stepdown

Stanford I Para5(raph Meaning 17.71 11.68 0.22

Stanford 1 Vocabulary I 15.28 16.32 ! 3.43

Stanford I Word Rending i 17.19 18.17 12.84**
Stanford i Arithmetic 45.90 i 26.49 '23.47*

SelfConcept Rating 3.75 3.30 4.01***
Attendance 172.60 163.80 1.11

* p (.0001

p.001
*** p<.05

. Overall group difference was highly
significant (*0001).

. Three out of six variables contributed
significantly to the overall group differ-
ence: Children under Teacher J evidenced
a higher level of word analysis skills
(Word Reading) than did the other group.
However, children under Teacher I evidenced
significantly higher level of basic math
skills (Arithmetic) and self-concept ratings
than did the group under Teacher J.



C. Evaluation of 1971-1972 Second Grade Follow-Through Project

The evaluation report of the 1971-1972 Second Grade Follow-

Through Project will attempt to respond to the following questions:

1. 122siLa

. Did Second Grade Follow-Through children show
significantly higher level of basic achievement
skills aid attendance than did the comparable
control group?

. Were there factors other than Child Development
experience and present second grade placement
which are exercising some influences on children's
performance?

. What was the nature of the test instrument (Stan-
ford Primary TT) which was used to evaluate basic
skills of children in the Project?

A five-factorial multivariate analysis of covariance

cross-nested design (Sex x Economic Status x Pveschool Experience

x School x Teacher Nested in School) served as the basic design:

Sex
. Girl

Boy

Economic Status
1

. Non-Poor

. Poor

Preschool Experience
. No Preschool Experience
. With Preschool Experience

School
. Control
. Follow-Though

1 Identification of Non-Poor and Poor children was based on
eligibility criteria for the free federal lurch program.
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Teacher
A

. fi

. C

Control

Follow-Through

pendent Variables nony 1972)

Stanford Primary IT (Form X) Paragraph Meaning
Stanford Prim3ry II (Form X) Word meaning
Stanfor.d Primary II (Form X) Language
Stanford Primary TI (Form X) Computation
Stanford Primary II (Form X) Concepts
Self - Concept Rating

Attendance

In::Tendent Variables (October 1971)

Stanford Primary I (Form W) Paragraph Meaning
Stanford Primary I (Form W) Word :(.eading

Stanford Primary I (Form W) Vocabulary
Stanford Primary I (Form W). Computation
Self-Concept Rating

/
2. Presentation of Findings

1
'-

The following findings were summarized from the analysis:

. Differences attributed to school were highly
significant (pK.001).

. Differences attributed to teacher were highly
significant (pc.OS to p.0001).

. Differences attributed to preschool experi-
ences were highly significant -1)(.01).

. Differences attributed to economic status
were highly significant (p,.01).

Differences attributed to the interaction
effects of economic status x preschool
experiences were highly significant (p(.01).

1
Multivariate and Stepdown F-values were based on mean scores

adjusted for unequal number of cases and effects of five pre-test measures
(Stanford I subtests and self-concept rating).

2
Mean scores presented in the subsequent tables represent

adjusted scores. Refer to Tables fl-6 to R-9 in Appendix B *or real scores.
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a. Findings - Multivariate Analysis

Controls Vs. Follow-Throtwh at Second Grade

This discussion will attempt to respond to the follow-

ing question: Did Second Grade Follow-Through children show

signiffcantly higher level of achievement and attendance than

did the control children?

Table 12 indicates that the control children showed

significantly higher performnnce on achievement measures than

did the Follow-Through children.

TABLE 12

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STEPDOWN F-VALUES
BY VARIABLE BY TREATMENT GROUP*

II......Y.

Dependent Variable Control
Follow-
Through

Stepdown
F-Values

Stanford II Paragraph Meaning 21.71 16.68 14.71**
Stanford II Word Meaning 13.60 12.00 0.43
Stanford II Language 27.86 26.66 0.97
Stanford II Computation 18.90 16.08 0.53
Stanford II Concepts 14.56 13.82 0.41
Self- Concept. Rating 3.41 3.29 0.01
Attendance 170.60 163.70 9.32***

* Multivariate F = 3.11, pi.001
** p<.0001
*** K.001

. Overall group difference was highly
significant (p (.001) in favor of control
children.

. Two out of seven dependent variables
contributed significantly to the overall
group difference: Control children
evidenced significantly higher level of
comprehension. (Paragraph Meaning) and
attendance than did Follow-Through children.
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Pictorial illustration of performance on Paragraph

Meaning subtest in Grade Equivalent score units indicated that

control children evidenced larger growth in comprehension skills

than did Follow-Through children over a nine-month period.

ICURE 1

MEAN PERFORMANCE ON PARAGRAPH MEANING SURTEST
lid GRADE EQUIVALENT UNITS

Control______
- - - Follow-Through

Expectancy

3.0

2.6

2.2

1.8

1.4

1.0

October May
1971 1972

Control 1.6 2.4
Follow-Through 1.6 1.9

Expectancy 2.1 2.8

. Althcugh Follow-Through and control
children were functioning at a compar-
able level in October 1971, marked growth
over time among control children resulted
in higher level of comprehension skills
in May 1972.

. Both groups appeared to function below
expectancy, with Forow-Through children
demonstrating performance markedly below
expectancy.
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Differences Between Teachers
Conti 31 and Follow-ilirona `;chool

This discussion will attempt to respond to the follow-

ing question: Were there differences in performance between

classes at each school?

Analysis of classroom performance on the seven depen-

dent variables as one measure of teacher effect indicated that

four out oc five teacher comparisons were significant (p(.0] to

p (0001) .

TABLE 13

SUMMARY OF MULTIVARIATE F-VALUES FOR TEACHER COMPARISONS
BASED ON SEVEN DEPLNDENT VARIABLES

Teacher
Comparisons

Teacher
Holding Multivariate

Advantage F-Value

Control

A Vs. C
B Vs. C

Follow-Through

D Vs. G
E Vs. G
F Vs. G

A
B

p

7.90
2.94

8.91

4.21
2.01

p<.0001
pc.01

p 0)001

p<.001
Not significant

When teachers were ranked according to classroom

achievement from highest to lowest, tne following was noted:

. Control School

Teacher A
Teacher B
Teacher C

Follow-Through School

Teacher E
Teachers G and F
Teacher D
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TABLE 14

ADJUS1ED MEAN SCORES AND STIPDOWN F-VALDES: TEACHER A
VS. C AT CONTROL SCHOOL Al SECOND GRADE

Dependent Variable
Teacher

A
Teacher !Stepdown

Stanford II Paragrr.ph 1\'eaning 77.51 20.30 31.85*
Stanford II Word :'eaning 16.98 12.84 7.30**
Stanford II Lam;Ilae 30.73 26.64 3.77***
Stanford II Comnutation 18.31 20.38 0.17
Stanford II Concepts 17.94 13.94 7.08**
Self-Concept Rating 5.55 3.19 0.13
Attendance 169.20 170.60 0.03

* p\.0001
** r).001

***

. Overall group difference was highly significant
(p.0001) in favor of Teacher A.

. Four out of seven dependent variables contributed
significantly to the overall group difference:
Control class under Teacher A evidenced higher
level of basic reading (Paragraph and Word Meaning)
and language skills (Language), as well as in
fundamental number concepts (Concepts) than did the
class under Teacher C.



TABLE 15

ADJUSTED !!LAN SCORES AN!) STEPDOWN F-VALDES: TEACHER B
VS. C AT CONTROL SCHOOL AT SECOND CRADE*

Dependent Variable
Teacher

B

, Teacher :Stepdown
C

F

Stanford I I Paragraph caning 18.71 20.30 2.27
Stanford Il Word !leaning 11.74 12.81 0.45
Stanford II Eanr:uage 27.43 26.64 0.15
Stanford II Computation 16.53 20.38 1.21
Stanford II Concepts

j 12.40 13.94 0.38
Self-Concept Rating 3.73 3.19 15.61**
Attendance 1 172.20 170.60 0.16

* p(..01
** p (.0001

. Overall group difference was highly significant
(p(,01) in favor of Teacher B.

. However, only one out of the seven dependent
variables contributed significantly to the overall
group difference: Higher Self-Concept Ratings of
Teacher B may reflect teacher bias. Thus, overall
group differences between these two teachers could
be easily ignored.



TAI LE 16

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STEPDOWN F7VALUES: TEACI"T D
VS. G IN FOLLOW-THOUGH SCHOOL AT SECCND GRADE

Dependent Variable

Stanford II Paragraph Meaning
Stanford II Word Meaning
Stanford li Language
Stanford II Compl;tation
Stanford II Concepts 4

Self-Concept Rating
Attendance .1

Teacher Teacher Stepdown

15.75 17.77 0.06

7.53 13.08 32.03*
27.59 23.05 0.53

13.13 19.59 2.31

12.07 15.96 2.25

3.21 3.46 0.70

154.50 i 165.10 18.65*

* p<.0001

. Overall group difference was highly significant
(p..0001) in favor of Teacher G.

. Two out of seven dependent variables contributed
significantly to the overall group difference:
Follow-Through class under Teacher G demonstrated
higher level of decoding skills (Word Meaning),
and attendance than did the class under Teacher D.



No Preschool Vs. Preschool Exptricncc

This dil;cusnion will attempt to respond to the follow-

ing question: Were there significant differences in achievement

and in attendance between children with and without preschool

experiences at second grade Follow-Through and control classes?

Tahle 17 indicated that differences between the two

groups were highly significant (p (.01) with the most evident

difference noted in computational skills:

TABLE 17

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STEPDO\N F-VALHES: NO PRESCHOOL
VS. PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE AT SECOND GRAN*

Dependent Variable
i No
'Preschool Preschool

Stepdown
F

1

Stanford II Paragraph Meaning t 18.84 19.55
Stanford II l';ord Meaning 1 13.16 12.44
Stanford Ii Language t 26.37 27.75
Stanford II Computation 19.74 15.24
Stanford II Concepts I 13.32 15.06
Self-Concept Rating 3.41 3.29
Attendance I 166.30 168.00

0.10
0.43

1.53

7.29**
4.81***
3.88***
0.60

* Multivariate F = 2.78, p(.01
** p (.01

*** p(.05

. Overall group difference was highly
significant (p(.01)

. However, three out of seven dependent
variables contributed significantly to
the overall group difference: Children
with no preschool experience showed higher
level of basic computational.skills and
higher self-concept than did children with
preschool experiences. However, children
with preschool experience demonstrated
significantly higher level of basic math
concepts than did children with no pre-
school experience.
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Non-Poor V2. 7oer

This discussion will attempt to answer the following

question: Were there significant clifferences in achievement

between Pcor and Non-Poor children?

Table 18 indicates that differences between the Poor

and Non-Poor children were highly significant (p(.01), with

the most evident difference noted in attendance.

TABLE 18

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STEPDXN F-VALUES : NON-POOR
VS. POOR AT SECOND GRADE*

Non-
Dependent Variable , Poor i Poor

Stepdown
F

Stanford II Paragraph Meaning 19.37 19.01 0.34
Stanford II Word Meaning 13.30 i 12.30 0.51
Stanford II Language 26.12 28.00 0.38
Stanford II Computat'ln 16.92 18.06 2.35
Stanford II Concepts 15.14 1:4.24 1.39
Self-Concept Rating 3.36 3.35 1.39

Attendance 166.40 167.80. 10.05**

* Multivariate F = 2.44, pK.01
** pc..001

. Overall group difference was highly
significant (1),\:.01).

. Only one out of seven dependent vari-
ables contributed significantly to the
overall group difference: Poor children
evAenced higher level of attendance
than did Non-Poor children.



Effects cf lo;:ennC.-:!nt c, Acbiev__-
Self Comer; t, and .%ttcridanc3

This discussion wiU attempt to respond to the follow-

ing question: To what degree did the pre-test measures correlate

with achievement, self-concept, and attendance measures? Which

cf the five pre -test measures appeared to be the best predictor

of the dependent variables?

An overall significant degree of association between

the two sets of derendent and indenendent variables was noted:

Multivariate F = 3.79, p(.0001. Four out of the five pre-test

measures (Paragraph Meaning, Word Meaning, Computation, and

Self-Concept Rating) demonstrated a significant degree of

correlation with the seven dependent variables, when the con-

tribution of each covariate was analyzed independently.

A regression analysis of the seven dependent and five

independent variables indicated the following key findings:

. Approximately 12.05% of the variance of the
dependent variables may be attributed to
the effects of the seven covariates.

. The seven covariates appeared to have the
greatest influence nn five out of the seven
dependent variables, Paragraph Meaning,
Word Meaning, Computation, Concepts, and
Self-Concept Ratings.

Analysis of the independent contribution of the seven

covariates (stepwise regression analysis) indicated the following

findings:

. One out of five independent variables,
Stanford I Vocabulary, showed no signifi-
cant contribution to the variance of the
seven dependent variables. The four co-
variates ranked according to their predic-
tive ability were as follows:
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. Stgnfea.d I Paragraph Mnaning 'cores
appeared to be the hest predictor
(p.0001) of the seven dependent vari-
ables. Thz., remaining three variables,
ranked according to the strength of
their predictive ability included:

Self-Concept Rating p (.001

Stanford 1 Computation p(.01

Stanford I 1:;ord Meaning p.01

b. Follow -Up StudieofSecond Grade.
Pupils Over Al Two-Year Period

.

This section will discuss two follow-up studies. The

first study will report on the results of a follow-up of second

grade Follow-Through and control children with complete test

data, from kindergarten through second grade, over a two year

period. The second study will discuss graphically the findings

of a follow-up of .:lean performance of total Follow-Through and

control groups over a two year period, 1970-1971, and 1971-1972.

Follow -Up of Follow-Through and Control Pupils with

Complete Test Data: The report on the first follow-up study

will be addressed to the following questions:

. What are the effects of sex, preschool
experience, economic status, and Project
participation on basic math and reading
skills at the end of the second grade?

. At which period -- at the end of first
grade vs. end of second grade -- were
group differences, if any, most evident?

. Which particular skill reflected the
most significant group differences?

A Sex x Economic Status x Preschool Experience x

Treatment (2 x 2 x 2 x 2) Multivariate Analysis of Covariance

Design served as the basic model. Two analyses runs were made

as performance in May 1971 any. in May 1972 were analyzed.
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variables:

The following served as covariates or independent

Stanford I (X): September 1971
Paragraph Meaning
Word Reading
Vocabulary
Arithmetic

Metropolitan Readiness Tests Total Score - May 1970

PLR (IQ) , Kuhlmann-Anderson (11) - November 1971

Mobilits;

The depenicnt variables for the two analyses runs con-

sisted of performance on the following measures:

. First Run: Stanford I (W) in May 1971

Paragiaph Meaning
Word Reading
Vocabulary
Arithmetic

. Second Run: Stanford 1I (x) in May 1972

Paragraph Meaning
Word Meaning
Language
Computation
Concepts

Findings

. Differences attributed to Treatment were
highly significant in analyzing performance
at the end of first grade and at the end of
second grade.

Differences attributed to Sex, Economic
Status, and Preschool Experiences were not
significant.

. The best predictors of achievement at the
end of first and second grade consisted of
scores on Paragraph Meaning (September 1970),
Metropolitan Readiness Tests Total Score, and
Kuhlmann-Anderson PLR measures.
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Control Vs. Follew-Through: At the end of first

grade, overall group difference between Control and Foliow-

Through children was highly significant (F = 22.30, 1.).0001).

Table 19 below summarizes the stepdown F-values for the

four variables.
1

TABLE 19

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STEPDOWN F-VALHES FOR CON'T'ROL
AND FOLLOW-THROUGH CHILDREN BY nRIABLF

AT THE END OF FIRST GRADE

Stanford 1 (X)

Subtest
Follow- Stepdown

Control Through

Paragraph Meaning 17.32 11.79 17.97*

Word Reading 24.95 14.00 53.23*

Vocabulary 16.13 15.29 3.16

Arithmetic 32.58 30.50 2.43

* p(.0001

Overall group difference was highly
significant (pK.0001) in favor of
the control group.

Two out of the four dependent vari-
ables contributed significantly to
the overall group difference: Control
children evidenced significantly higher
level of word analysis independent of
its context (Word Reading) and compre-
hension (Paragraph Meaning) than did
the Follow-Through children.

1 Refer to Tables B-10 and R-11 in Appendix B for real scores.

-76-



At the end of the SCCOA'l grade one year later,

significant overall group difference was again noted in favor

of control children. A Mltivariate r-Value of 5.02 (1.:,0004)

was noted, However, differences at this time did not appear

to be as great as those noted a year earlier.

TABLE 20

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STERPOWN F-VALUES FOB CONTROL
AND MA,OW-TNROUUI CHILDREN BY VARIABLE

AT THE END OF SECOND GRADE*

Stanford II (X) Follow- Stcpdown
Siibtest Control Through

Paragraph Meaning 24.27 15.95 23.93**
Word Ntaning 15.06 11.97 0.50
Language 28.32 25.53 1.01)

Computation 17.14 16.31 0.'3
Concepts 14.84 13.41 0.01

* p(.0004
** *0001

. Overall group difference was significant
in favor of the ccntro] group.

. Only one out of five variables contributed
significantly to the overall group differ-
ence: Control children evidenced signifi-
cantly higher level of comprehension skills
(Paragraph Meaning) than did the Follow-
Through children.



Follow-Up of 2T, Performance Over A Two-Year Period

at Second Grade: This discussion will be limited only to a

descriptive analysis of mean performance in Grade Equivalent

Units cn Word Reading and Paragraph Meaning subtests, as these

subtests were available for both Stanford Primary I and II

tests. The report will cover a two-year follow-up, 1970-1971,

1971-1972, based on group data.1

questions:

This report will attempt to respond to the following

. To what degree was the group performance
deviating from expectancy over a two-year
period?

. At what year were group differences most
evident?

Graphical analysis of mean performance of Follow-

Through and control groups at the end of second grade over a

two-year period (1970-197] and 1971-1972) indicated increasing

differences in basic reading skills, favoring the control

children (Figure 2).

1 Group data pertains to data for a treatment group, not for pupils
with complete test data.
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FIGURE 2

MEAN PERFORMANCE P! GRW- EQUIVALENT UNITS ON WORD READING AN
PARAGRAPH MEANING FIE:FFSTS FOR EGLI.71W-HROUGH AND CONTROL

SECOND GRADE CHUDREN OVER A WO-YEAk UC,RTO

- Control
- - Follow-Through

- Expectancy

Word Reading

.0

Paragraph Meaning(
7

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
1970 1971 1971 1972 1970 1971 1971 1972

Control 1.1 1.7 1.7 2.5 1.3 1.6 1.6 2.4
Poi 1 ow-:Through 1.3 1.5 1 . E 2.0 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.9

. Expectancy 1.1 1,9 2.1 2.9 1.1 1.9 2.1 2.9

. Children in either group appeared to be
functioning at expectancy range at entry
to first grade.

\
Both groups were functioning at comparable
level at entry to first grade. however,
increasing differences were noted over time,
with Follow- Through children showing increas-
ingly poorer performance.

At the end of second grade, both groups were
functioning below expectancy range.
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D. Fvaluatic'n of 1971-1972 Thir;; C;rade Fo!low-nro:irh Project

The evaluation report of the 1971-1972 Third Grade Follow-

Through Project will attempt to respond to the following questions:

Did Third Grade. Folow.zihrour!h children show
significantly higher level of hasie achieve-
ment and attendance than did the com-
parable control clreup?

. Were there factors other than Follow-Through
experience which were exercising some influ-
ences on children's performance?

. What was the nature of the test insrument
(;I:anford Priv,ary IT) which was used to
evaluate basic skills of children in the
Project?

1. Dsiln

A five-factorial multivariate analysis of covariance

cross-nested design (Sex x Fconomic Status x Preschool Experi-

ence x School x Teacher Nested in School) served as the basic

design:

Sex
Girl

. Roy

Economic Status'
Non-Poor
Poor

Preschool Experienr:e

. No Preschool Experience

. With Preschool Experience

School
. Control
. Follow-Through

1 Identification of Non-Poor and Poor children. was based on
eligibility criteria for the free federal lunch program. Data was available
from the child's permanent record card.



Tc,aclTr

. A

. B Control

. C

. D

. F Fol I ow-lThrotigh

. F

. O

Dependent V:,riahles 197')

Stanford Primary II (Form W) Paragraph Meanina
Stanford Prirnry II (1:orm 1:) Word "caning
Stanfe-1 Prim:try II (rerr W) 1:7,.urIge

Stanford Primary II (Form 11 Computation
Stanfk,-;.; Primary IT (Form W1 Concepts
Self-Cncept Rating
Attendance

Independent Variables

Metropolitan Readiness Tests Total Score (May 1969)
PLR score based on Kuhlmann-Anderson CD - October 1971
Stanford Primary II (Form X) Paragraph Meaning (October 1971)
Stanford Primary IT (Form X) Word Meaning (October 1971)
Stanford Primary TI (Form X) Language (October 1971)
Stanford Primary IT (Form X) Computation (October 1971)
Stanford Primary II (Form X) Concepts (October 1971)
Self-Ccncent Rating
Chronological Age
Mobility

2. Presentation of Findingsl

. Differences attributed to school were highly
significant (p(.0001).

. Differences attributed to teacher were highly
significant (p<.004 to p(.0001).

. Differences attributed to sex, economic status,
and to preschool experience were not significant.

Differences attributed to interaction effects
of economic status, preschool experience, and
school factors were significant (p<.001).

Multivariate and Stendown F-valuc, were based on mean scores
adjusted for unequal N and effects of covariates. Mean scores in the
subsequent tables represent adjusted scores. Refer to Tables B-12 to
B-14 in Appendix B for real scores.
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a. Findinvs -ultivariate Anqlysis

ContrVs I'd Gyade

Thi 5. discussion will attempt to respond to the follow-

ing, question: Did Third Grade Follow-Through children show

significantly higher level of basic achievement skills and

attendance than did the control uoups? Were there factors

other than Follow-Through experiences which were exercising

some influences on children's performance?

T;,ble 21 indic;Ites that overall group difference

between the two ..flps was highly significant (p(.001).

TABLE 21

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STEPDOWN F-VALUES: CONTROL
VS. FOLLOW-THROUGH SCHOOL AT THIRD GRADE*

Dependent Variable Control
Follow- ,Stepdown
Through

Stanford II Paragraph Meaning 29.37 25.34 8.39**
Stanford II Word Meaning 35.92 17.36

i

7.09**
Stanford II Language 33.37 31

:

99 0.91
Stanford II Computation 30.93 25.16 6.89***
Stanford II Concepts 19.52 18.38 0.16
Self-Concept Rating 3.11 3.04 0.06
Attendance 166.50 165.10 0.01

* Multivariate F = 3.45, p(,001
** plo001

*** p(.01

. Overall group difference was highly significant
(p(.001) in favor of control children.

. Three out of six dependent variables contributed
significantly to the overall group difference: Con-
trol children evidenced a better level of comprehen-
sion (Paragraph Meaning) and basic computational
skills (Computation) than did Follow-Through children.
However, Follow-Through children evidenced significantly
higher level of word analysis skillr (Word Meaning) than
did control children.
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Pictorial comparison of performance on Pa graph Mean-

ing (Figure 3) in grade equivalent sorc units indicated that

control children shoved significantly higher level of perform-

ance than did Follw-ThouQh children at the heginn.ng and at

the end of the school year.

FIGME 3

;ii AN PEITOMANCE ON PAnCPAPH SII!;IFT IN CRADE

EQMVALLNY UN1', lip OCTOITE 1971 AND 1N 'MY 1972

3.9

3.5

3.1

2.7

2.3

1.9

1.5

Control
- Follow-Through
Expectancy

Control
Follow-Through
Expectancy

October May
1971 1972

2.2 2.9
1.9 2.4

3.1 3.9

Control children's superior level of
comprehension skills appeared to he a
function of higher level of performance
at the beginning of the school year.

Roth groups continued to function below
expectancy level.
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On Computation snhtLst, control children (Figure 4)

demonstrr:ted significantly higher level of performance as

compared to Eollew-Ilirough children.

FIGURE 4

MEAN FEREOMANCE ON COMPHTNijON SUBTEST IN GRADE
EQUIVALENT UNITS 1N OCTODER 1971 AND 1N MAY 1972

- Control

- -

- Expectancy

3.9

3.5

3.1

2.7

2.3

1.9

1.5

Control
Follow-Through
Expectancy

October May
1971 1972

2.5 3.5
2.3 3.0

3.1 3.9

. Control children evidenced significantly
higher level of gains over a nine-month
period than did Follow-Through children.
The controls evidenced a mean gain of one
year in computational skills over a nine-
month period as compared to gains of
seven months for Follow-Through children
over the same period.
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On Word Mr:'aning subtest, Follow-Throngh children

demonstrated significantly higher gains over a nine month period

as compared to eontrol children (Figuye 5).

FIGURE

MEAN P1 R? C. WORD MEANIYq SflRTEST ;N GRADE
EQUIVALENT UNITS IN OCTMER 1971 AND IN MAY 1972

3.9

3.5

3.1

2.7

2.3

1.9

1.5

-. Control

- Follow-Through
Expectancy

Control
Follow-Through
Expectancy

October May
1971 1972

2.3 2.7
1.8 2.7
3.1 3.9

. Follow-Through and control children were func-
tioning at comparable levels at the end of the
third grade, although control children showed
a higher level of performance at entry. Follow-
Through children evidenced a mean gain of nine
months, as compared to the four months gain of
control children over a nine month p rio-.



Differences Between Te-cers Within
Control and

This discussion will attempt to respond to the follow-

ing question: Were there differences in nerformance between

classrooms in a given school at the third glade level?

Table 22 indicates that teacher differences within

the control school were highly signifl_cant (p,.:.05 to p .0001).

However, teacher differences at the Follow-Through school did

not approach significance level.

TABLE 22

SIIMTRY OF MULTIVARIATE FRATIO TESTS FOR TEACHER
COMPARISONS BASED ON SEVEN DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Teacher
Comparisons

Teacher
Holding Multivariate
Advantage F-Ratio

Control School

A Vs. C A 2.12 05
B Vs. C B 8.50 p(.0001

Follow-Through
Sc!.00l

D Vs. G 1.54 N.S.*
E Vs. G 1.11 N.S.*
F Vs. G 1.35 N.S.*

* N.S. - no significant difference

When teachers were ranked according to classroom

achievement from highest to lowest, the following observations

were noted:

Control School
. Teacher B
. Teacher A and C
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Vollo-Through Schcol
. All comparable

The following two tables summarize the comparisons

of individual pairs of teachers within the control school which

resulted in significant differences.

TABLE 23

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STFPDOWN 1-VALUES FOR TEACHER COMPARISONS
AT CONTROL SCHOOL AT 1111 W) GRADE: TEACHER A VS. C (A)

TEACHER D VS. c (n)

A. TEACHER A VS. C

Dependent Variable ,Teacher A !Teacher C
Stepdown

Stanford II Paragraph Meaning 26.62 30.24 2.25

Stanford II i'Jord Meaning 17.20 14.13 2.20
Stanford II Language 31.72 31.19 2.14

Stanford II Computation 31.94 28.09 1.01

Stanford II Concepts 18.31 19.73 1.91
Self-Concept Rating 3.33 3.14 4.45*
Attendance 169.70 168.20 0:55

* p(.05

. Overall group difference was highly
significant (p.c.05) in favor of Teacher A.

. However, only one out of seven variables
contributed significantly to the overall
group difference: Hil;her self-concept
ratings of Teacher A may reflect teacher
bias. Thus, overall group differences
between these two teachers could be ignored.



B. TEACHER P. S. C*

Dependent Variable Teacher F Teacher C

Stanford IT Par:FT,raph Meaning 30.38
1

30.24
Stanford IT Word leaning 18.20 14.13
Stanford II Langua;:e 39.12 31.12
Stanford TI Cor.,nnation 35.61 28.09
Stanford II Concepts 22.32 19.73
Self - Concept Rating 2.82 3.11
Attendance 160,50 168.20

* 13(.0001

** p(.01
*** p.001

Stepdown

1 0.53
I 7.18**

117.13*
1 9..2***
0.92

113.32***
1 3.3S

Overall group difference was highly
significant (p(.0001) in favor of
Teacher B.

. Four out of seven dependent variables
contributed significantly to the overall
group difference: Children under Teacher
B evidenced a higher level of decoding
skills (Word Meaning), language grammar
and usage (Language), and basic computational
skills (Computation). However, children
under Teacher C tended to receive higher
self-concept ratings than did the higher-
achieving children under Teacher B.
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Economic Status x Preschool
Experience x Treatment

This discussion will attempt to respond to the follow-

ing question: Were there significant differences in achievement

and in attendance which could be attributed to the significant

interaction effects of economic status, preschool, and treat-

ment experiences at Ihird grade?

Table 24 indicated that significant interaction effects

were present (40).

TABLE 24

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STEPDOWN F-VALUES FOR ECONOMIC
STATUS X PRESCHOOL X TREATMENT EXPERIENCES*

."---lon-Poor

Control Follow-Through

Poor Non-Poor Poor

No Pre- Pre- No ilre- Pre- No Pre- Pre- No Pre- Pre- Step-
Dependent Variable school school school school school school school school down F

Stanford II Paragraph Meaning 31.93 27.89 28.98 28.69 24.97 26.77 24.10 25.50 0.82
Stanford II Word Meaning 16.40 15.81 16.86 14.59 18.16 16.94 17.15 17.20 2.16
Stanford II Language 38.10 ::2.14 31.33. 31.49' 31.78 35.68 30.98 29.51 6.320*
Stanford 11 Computation 33.26 31.24 31.16 28.08 26.28 26.68 22.77 24.93 0.49
Stanford'II Concepts 20.56 18.23 19.65 19.64 19.01 17.49 18.39 18.61 0.11
Self-Concept Rating 3.24 3.09 3.09 3.02 3.11 3.03 3.15 2.83 1.82
Attendance 157.40 173.80 166.30 168.50 165.30 163.10 162.30 169.- 5.95**

* Multivariate F = 2.62, p(.01
p<.01

Overall group difference was highly significant
(p<.01).

Two out of seven dependent variables contributed
to the overall significant difference: Language

and Attendance.



l]ffcct; of' Inderedent V:Irin1,1es on .1chievemnt,
Self-Concert,

This discussion will attc_» to respond to the follow-

ing question: To what degree did the pre-test measures corre-

late with achievement, self-concept, and attendance measures?

Which of the ten pre-test measures appeared to be the best pre-

dictolsof the dependent varibles?

An overall significant degree of association between

the two sets of dependent and -ind pendent variables was noted:

Multivariate F = 3.25, p'.0001. Eight out of the ten pre -test.

measures (Metropolitan Readiness Tests Total Score, PER, Paragraph

Meaning, Word Meaning, Computation, Concepts, Self- Concept Rat-

ing, and Chronological Age) demonstrated a significant degree

of correlation with the seven dependent variables, when the

contribution of each covariate was analyzed independently.

A regression analysis of the seven dependent and ten

independent variables indicated the following key findings:

. Approximately 18.36% of the variance of the
dependent variables may he attributed to
the effects of the seven covariates.

. The seven covariates appeared to have the
greatest influence on five out of the seven
dependent variables including Paragraph
Meaning, Word Meaning, Computation, Concepts,
and Attendance.

Analysis of the independent contribution of the seven

covariates (stepwise regression analysis) indicated the follow-

ing findings:
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. lwo oot of the ten independent variables
showed no significant contribution to
tho variztloo of the seven dependent vari-
ables. These variables included Langu-,:;e
and Mobility.

. Stanford II Paragraph Meaning and Cu.:Iputa-
tion scores appeared to be the best pre-
dictors of the seven dependent wriables.
The -'emnining six covariates ranked accord-
ing to the strength of their predictive
ability were as follows:

Concept.., p (.001

Concept Rating .003

,-,1 Meaning p\.02
PLR nc .04
Metrcpolitan Readiness Tests p;.02
Chroological Age pK.03
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Pictorial illustration of no iuterz-xtion effe,:ts on

language skills indicated that the influence of economic status

and preschool experiences varied for Follow-Through and cortrol

children (Figure 6) .

FI,ARE 6

PROFILES OF INTERACTION EFFECTS OF ECONM1C STATUS
Y PRESCHOOL X TREAT!IENT ON LANGUAGE SUBTEST

- Non-Poor
- Poor

Control

No
25-

Follow-Through

No
Preschool Preschool Preschool Preschool

Non-Poor 38.10 32.14 31.78 35.68
Poor 31.33 31.49 30.98 29.51

. In Follow-Through classes, preschool experiences
'ppeared to have a positive impact on language
performance of Non-Poor children. The reverse
was noted in the control school, where absence
of preschool experiences among Non-Poor children
tended to result in higher language scores.

. In both schools, Poor children functioned at a
comparable level, regardless of whether they
had preschool experiep,e or not.
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Graphical analysis of similar interaction effects

for attendance measures in per cent indicated varying influence

for Follow-Through and control classes (Figure 7).

FIGURE 7

PROFILES OF ECONOMIC STATUS X PPESCHOOL EXPERIENCE
X TREATMENT ON ATTF:ND 4Th

- Non-Poor
- Poor

Control

No

lop

-0 I

0

E 9)

so

O 7f)

=
0

6O

50

Follow-Through

No
Preschool Preschool Preschool Preschool

Non-Poor 87% 9Th 92% 91%
Poor 92% 94% 90% 94%

In Follow- Through classes, preschool experi-
ences' positive effect on attendance was
limit_!d to Poor children. Ii control classes,

the effect of preschool experiences was evident
among both Poor and Non-Poor children, but the

strongest influence was noted among Non-Poor

children.

Differences in attendance were most evident
among Non-Poor and Poor children with no pre-
school experiences in control classes. In

Follow-Through classes, the L:ifferences were
noted among Non-Poor and Poor children with
preschool experiences.
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b. (Irry!e

PupiJF, 6vcr A F77:= 1

This section will discuss two follow-up studies. The

first study will report on the results of a follow-up of Third

Grade Follow-Through and control children with complete test

data on Stanford Primary II tests from second tl'rough third

grade, over a two year period. The second study will discuss

graphically the findings of a follow-up of mean performance of

total Follow,-'1urough and control groups over a two year period,

1970-1971, and 1071-1972.

Follr.--"- Follow-Throuph and Control Pupils with

Complete Test Data: The report on the first follow-up study

will be add3:1..ssed to the following questions:

What are the effects of sex, preschool
experience, economic status, and Project
participation on basic math and reading
skills at the end of the second grade?

. At which period -- at the end of first
grade vs. end of second grade -- were
group differences, if any, most evident?

A Sex x Economic Status X Preschool Experience x

Treatme:.t (2 x 2 x 2 x 2) Multivariate Analysis of CovAriance

Design served as the basic model. Two analyses runs were made

as performancrl n May 1971 and in May 1972 were analyzed.

The following served as covariates or independent

variables:

Stanford II.(X): September 1970
Paragraph Meaning
Word Meaning
Language
Computation
Concepts
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(IQ), Ruhlrlann-Anrscli (C) - November .1,71

Metropolitan Readiness Tests Total Score - May 1969

Chrinolopical Age

Mobility

The dependent variables for the two analyses runs con-

sisted of performance on the following measures:

First Run: Stanford 1I (W) in May 1971

Parn7rmh Meaning
Word Mcaning
Lanp.unge

Computation
Concepts

Second Run: Stanford II (W) in May 1972

Paragraph Meaning
Word Meaning
Language
Computation
Concepts

FiniIr-zs 1

. Differences attributed to Sex, Economic
Status, Preschool, and Treatment Experi-
ences at the end of their second grade
year were not significant.

. Differences attributed to Economic Status,
Preschool, and Treatment Experiences at
the end of their third grade year were not
significant.

. Differences attributed to Sex at the end
of their third grade year were significant.

. The best predictors of achievement at the
end of second and third grades consisted
of Language and Computation (September 1970).

1 Refer to Tables B-15 and R-16 in Appendix R for real scores.
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Control Vs. Follow-Through Overall group

differences between control (N=26) and Follow-Through

children (N=34) at the end of second grade and at the end

of third grade were non-significant.

Girls Vs. Boys: Overall group difference between

Girls (N=32) and Boys. (N=211) at the end of the third grade was

highly significant (Multivariate F = 3.13, p('.02). This find-

ing was not evident a year earlier (Multivariate F = .93, pA.48).

TABLE :5

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STEPDOWN F-VALUES FOR GIRLS
AND BOYS BY VARIABLE AT THE END OF THIRD GRADE*

Stanford. II (W)

Subtest Girls
-Stepdown

Boys F

Paragrpah Meaning 26.51 25,73 0.67
Word Meaning 16.93 16.95 0.43
Language 34.05 33.81 0.50
Computation 28.46 27.79 0.06
Concepts 16.79 21.13 13.45**

* p(.02
** p (.001

. Overall group difference was significant
in favor of Boys.

. Only one out of five variables contributed
significantly to the overall group differ-
ence: Boys evidenced significantly higher
level of functioning on Concepts than did
Girls.
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E. nntins of Yoll,.!-711,...-h Tr-hvrs, Kir:'.er'in.:trn to Third

Grade on A Loc. ] H,s70-.-:ye C1%7,57001 :'ating

This discussion will attempt to respond to the follow-

ing questions: To what degree were principles of the Responsive

Classroom Envirenrnt program implerented? Were there differ-

ences between the four grades in the implementation of these

principles? Were there relationships between scale ratings

and duration of Project-teaching experience? Were there rela-

tionships between scale ratings and class achievement?

A seven-point r!!ting scale was developed jointly by the

Project administrative s'-aff and the Division of Research and

Development to assess the degree of implementation of the 'Re-

sponsive' classroom program. (Refer to complete copy in Appendix

C). The rating scale consisted of nine behavior categories,

identified to he related to the principle embodied in the 'auto-

telic responsive environment.' The rating scale was completed by

the Project administrative staff who consisted of the Assistant

Program Manager, and the two Program Advisors at the close of the

1971-1972 school year.

The four grades were compared with one another on the

basis of mean ratings. Mean ratings and mean ranks of teachers

were analyzed in terms of their relationships to Project teaching

experience and achievement. Mean ratings and mean ranks were

obtained as follows:

. Mean rating for each teacher was obtained by
averaging the ratings received for each beha-
vior category.
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. Mer,n rating for enc:1 grn..!c ':7PS' obtained 1w

averaging the zeazher13 individual mean
rating within a given grade.

. Mean rank 101- each teacher was obtained
first, by ranking tz'-acners within a givrm
grade in a designated or(ler with -1-4: 'Tear

for the teacher with the hk:hcst racing, and
rank 1 for the teacher with the lowest rating
for each category. Then, the teacher's indi-
vidual mean mink was averaged across the nine
behavior categories, to yield n mean rank.

1. Mean Ratings By Grade Level

Mean ratings per category for each grade level are

presented in Figure Y. Analysis of the mean ratings indi-

cated implementation of the 'responsive' principles from

kindergarten through third grade. The following key find-

ings were noted:

. Kindergarten classes appeared to he 'rela-
tively' more 'responsive' compared to the
three other grades. First grade classes
appeared to be 'relatively' less 'respon-
sive' compared to the three other grades.

Utilization of the LEIR approach (#1)
decreases as one goes up the grade level.

. The degree of participation among teachers
in in-service sessions (*IR) by grade level
was generally comparable from grade to
grade.

The degree of teacher's verbal demeaning
(threatening) behavior (#4) appeared to
be strongly correlated with teacher's
application of strong physical force
(#6) to ensure classroom control.

Application of methodological approaches
for developing basic reading (#1) and
math (#2) skills received lower ratings
as compared to other more general approaches
compatible with the Responsive Environment
Principle.
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2. Me Pffrat:a
and H.fects !'%71k. ftrT;-_,r

Table 26 surarizes by grade mean ratings and ranks

based on the Responsive Classroom Rating Scale as well as

duration of Project-tear.hinc.7 experience and the achievement

rank order, based on the multivariate analysis of covariance

analysis presented earlier.

TAnE 26

MEAN RATINGS AND RANKS OF FOLLOW-THROUGH TEACHERS BASED ON
RESPONSIVF CLASSROOM RATING SCALE RY Pnim EXPFRIENCE

RY ACHIEVEMENT RANK fl un

Grade Teacher

Years of
Project
Experi-

Mean
Achieve-
ment Rag]:

Order`ence Ratingl Rank
I

Kinder- A 2 5.44 1.39 2

garten 3 5.88 1.61 1

1 C 5.33 3.12 3

3 4.44 2.2R 4

1 3.11 1.44 2

F 1 5.11 3.16 1

2 G 1 2.77 2.22 1

2 5.55 2.84 4

I 1 4.77 2.16 2.5

J 3 4.55 2.78 2.5

2 5.11 2.39

1 5.00 1.88 No

tai 2 5.55 3.01 differ-

1 5.33 2.72 ence

1
Mean rating per teacher based on average of rating across

nine behavior categories. Mean rank per teacher based on average of
rank relative to other teachers per grade across nine categories.

Based on overall classroom achievement per grade: 4 with

highest achievement and 1 with lowest achievement. At kindergarten,

ranks 2 and 1 as the high and low achievement respectively.
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Table 26 indicates the following findings:

. Mean ratings for the two kindergarten
and for the third made teachers
showed the least variability.

. Mean rnt.ings for the four second grade
teachers showed the largest variability,
with mean ratings ranging from 2.77 to
5.55

. Correlations between mean ratings (ranks)
and achievement rmk order revealed no
consistent trends. Correlations based on
Spearman rho ranged from 0 at first grade
to -1.0 at kindergarten (r = n.96 for
second grade and 0.13 for third grade).

. Correlations between mean ratings and
duration of Project teaching experience
were extremely low for teachers at grades
1 to 3 (.10 to .20).

To summarize briefly, some correlations were noted

between class achievement and mean ratinu, The trends were

not consistent across the four grade levels, as Spearman rho

ranged from -1.0 at kindergarten to 0.0 at first grade. The

high correlations at kindergarten may he a more biased esti-

mate because only two kindergarten teachers were involved as

compared to four teachers in the other grade levels.

When class achievement was correlated with duration

of Project experience, correlations were consistently low

from first to third grade. The high correlations noted at

kindergarten may again he a function of the limited number of

kindergarten teachers involved.

These findings strongly indicate that there are more

critical variables operating on children's performance other

than the degree of implementation of the responsive classroom
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program and the duration of Project teaching experience. It

should be noted, however, that completion of the Responsive

Classroom Rating Scale (which formed the basis of mean rat-

ings) of the Project administrative staff may reflect some

hi asps that may not be a valid assessment of the actual

teacher's classroom behavior. The validity of the rating

instrument itself, may also he of some question.



E. Evalu;cciou of 'Tn Tr!rsition'

The evaluation report of the 1971-1972 Fourth Crade Transi-

tional Project will atte:Ipt to respond to the tolle' :'nc questions:

Did Fourth Crale children 'in trnnsitior' show
hirher level o4: hnsic achievement

attennrce, rl self-concept ratings
than did the cmparable control croups?

Were there factors other than previous Follow-
Throus,,h experience which were rx::rcising scce
influcces on childrcn's performance?

Desin

A five-factorial multivariate analysis of covariance

cross-nested design (Sex x Economic Stntus x Preschool Experi-

ence x School x Teacher Nested in School) served as the basic

design:

Sex
Cirl

Roy

Economic Stntusl
. Non-Poor
. Poor

Preschool Experience
No Preschool Experience
With Preschool Experience

School (Treatment)

. Control School 1

. Control Schoois2A and R2

. Follow- Thrcugh

1 Identification of Non-Poor and Poor children was based on eligibility
criteria for the free federal lunch program. Data was available from child's
permanent record card.

2 Control Schools 2A and B were treated as one school in the analysis
because of the high frequency of administrative transfers occurring between
these two schools.
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Teacher
A Control ,oPirot :,ceool 1
is

C
D C ntrn'i '(*on-l!. 2A and 2R

r
r Fourth Gro.de Transitienll

Denendent

Fea.ding CO7 )rellensinn (May 1072)
CTRS* Vocn1,niary (mny 1971
CTBS* Comnntntion (-ny 1972)
CTRS* Conconts 19721

cTrs* Annlicnrien rlav 19721
Self-Concept Rating (Mny 1972)
Attendance

Independent VariaMes

CTBS* Reading Comprehension (November 1970)
CTBS* Vocnblary (November 1970)
CTRS* Comnutation (Noveber 1970)
CTBS* Concepts (November 1970)
CTBS* Application (November 1970)
Stanford Diagnostic Rending (September 1970)
Metropolitan steadiness Tests Total Score (May 19($)
PLR (October 1970)

Self-Concept Rating (September 1971)
Chronological Age
Mobility

* Compl.ehensive Test of Basic Skills
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?. Presenlation of Findin5-;s3

The following findings were summarized from the analysis:

. Differences attributed to school were highly
signiFicant (p .01) .

. Differences attrI;HuTed to teacher were highly
significant (N.01).

. Differences attributed to interaction effects
of preschool x school experiences were highly
significant (1).01).

. The best predictors of achievement at the end
of fourth grade included CT!',S Reading Compre-
hension, Vocabulary, Computation, Concepts.
and the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test.

Controls Vs. Follow-Through
at Fourth Grade

This discussion will attempt to respond to the follow-

ing question: Did Fourth Grade children 'in transition' show

significantly higher level of achievement, self-concept, and

attendance measures than the two control groups?

Table 27 indicated that differences were highly

significant when performance of Follow-Through children was

compared with Control 2 children who were attending a 'non-

comparable' Title I school which was socio-economically better

than the Follow-Through school. However, when comparisons

were made between Follow-Through and Control 1 children, who

were attending a 'comparable' Title I school, differences were

significant.

1
Multivariate F- values were based on mean scores adjusted for

unequal number of cases and effects of 11 pre-test measures and demographic
variables.

2
Refer to Tables R-17 to R-19 in Appendix R for the real or

mean scores.
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TABLE 27

.:!!LTIVARIATF. F-VALUES VflP Fcmoni, OWTAPISONS
I;AsED m MTN DFPFNDENT V',P1A!),LB

School
Comprisons

control 1 Vs.

Control 2 Vs.
Follow-Through

School
Holding,

Advante

Control 2

1,,11i1VPT-

F

0.88

2.23

Not signi-
ficant

n\.05

Control 2 Vs. Follow-Thr, ,p,11: Overall group differ-

ences between Control 2 and Follow-Through children were highly

significant (Table 28).

TABLE 28

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STEPDOWN F-VALUES:
CONTROL 2 VS. FOLLM-THROUCH SCHOOL*

Dependent Variab e Control 2
Follow-
Through

CTBS Reading Comprehension
CTBS Vocabulary
CTBS Computation
CTBS Concepts
CTBS Applications
Self-Concept Rating
Attendance

384.90
36:4.60

391.50
391.30
379.00

3.06
170.70

392.20
361.90

376.70
370.10
374.60

3.99
166.50

;Stepdown

j F

0.21

7.0844**

0.77
2.67
2.11

* p(.05
** pc.O1
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. Overall Liferences
cant in favor (-)-: Control 2 ehidrcn.

. Only one out of seven (lenenent variahl,.s
contribute') to the overall
groin) CW:rol 2 chil(;ren evidenced
significantly hir-her level of Lnledge and
npplicaticn :Tve)riate concepts and tech-
niques, and a higher level ml col-..prehension of
num-,rical conceits and their interrelationships
(Concepts) than did the Follow-Through children.

Pictorial illus'cration of performance on CUPS Arithmetic

Concepts in Grade Equivalent Units indicated that control

children demonstrated larger gains than did Follow-Through

children over an 18 month period.

FIGURE 8

MEAN FEPORMANCE ON CTRS ARITIMTIC CONCEPTS SIiPTEST
TN GRADE EQUIVALENT UNITS

4.8

4.4

4.0

3.6

3.2

2.8

2.4

- Control

Follow-Thvugh
- Expectancy

2.0
November May

1970 1972

Control 2 3.1 4.5
Follow-Through 2.5 3.5
Expectancy 3.2 4.9
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Differences Uetween Teachers Vithin Control
and Follohrolnit Schools

This discussion will attempt to respond to the fi)110-

ing yJestion: Were there differences in performance between

classes within each program?

Analysis of classroom performance on the seven depen-

dent variables as one measure of reacher effect indicated si gni-

ficant teacher differences within Control I school. Teacher

differences within Follow-Through and Control 2 schools did

; not meet significance.

TABLE 29

SUMMARY OF MULTIVARIATE F-VALUES FOR TEACHER CO.1PARISONS
BASED ON SEVEN DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Teacher Teacher Hold- Multivari.ate

Comparisons ! ing Advantage F-Value

Control 1 School
A Vs. B.

Control 2 School
C Vs. D

Follow-Through
School

E Vs. F E

2.82

1.01

2.80

p<.01

Not significant

p(.01



. Control 2 children evidenced significantly
higher level of Arithm?tic Concepts skills
than did Follow-Through children at the
beginning of third grade and towards the
end of fourth grade. The initial lend of
control children over that of Follow-Through
children appeared to have been maintained 18
months later.

. Control 2 children were functioning within the
expectancy range as compared to Follow-
Through children who were functioning below
expectancy.

Fi 'ings frol these exploratory studies represented

trends similt.r to earlier studies of the same three groups at

kindergarten through third grade. The absence of mere differ-

ences between these children 'in transition,' and the two

other control groups suggests that despite the initial chaos

of Follow-Through in its initial years of implementation,

these former Follow-Through children who constituted the very

first group of Follow-Through graduates, did manage to learn.
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Tables sr, and 31 summarize the comparisons

of individual pairs of teachers within Control I and Follow-

Through schools which resulted in significant differences.

TAnu 30

ADJUSTED :,',EAN SCOPES AND STEPDN F-VALUES FOR TIiAC!Ili COA)ARISONS
AT CONTROL 1 SCUOOL AT FOUTDI GRADE: TEACHFP A VS. n*

Dependent Variable !Teacher A
'Stepdown

Teacher B F

CTBS Reading Comprehension 340.80 390.60 11.79**

CTBS Vocabulary 350.90 374.70 0.76

CTBS Computation 389.50 386.20 1.32

CTBS Concepts 388.60 387.20 2.61

CTBS Applications 358.10 385.10 2.12

Self-Concept Rating 3.19 3.03 0.46

Attendance 170.00 168.80 0.44

pK.01
** p 001

. Overall group difference was highly signifi-
cant in favor of Teacher B.

. One out of seven dependent variables contributed
significantly to the overall group difference:
Children under Teacher B evidenced significantly
higher levels of symbols, sound-symbols,
correspondence, interpretation, perceiving
relationships, and drawing conclusions than
did children under Teacher A.



TABLE 31

ADJUSTLD !1F;"; SCOPES TEPHOWN F-VALHLS FOR TEACHFR COHPARISONS
AT FOLLITHROUM CHO )1, AT FOURTH (,RADE: TEACHER F VS. F*

Dependent Variable Teacher F
Stcpdown

Teacher F

CTRS Rvading Comulchension 416.20 1 368.30 11.39**
CMS Vocabulary 372.00 351.90 0.88
CTBS Computation 370.60 38").80 1.28

CTRS Concepts 369.70 j 370.60 0.31
CTPS App3:;,cations 372.30 377.00 1.48
Self-Concept Rating 3.47 3.12 2.97
Atendance 166.80 166.10 0.93

* P<.01
** pK.001

....

. Overall group difference was highly
significant in favor of Teacher E.

. One out of seven dependent variables
contributed significantly to the overall
group difference: Children under Teacher F.
evidenced significantly higher levels of
symbols, sound-symbols, correspondence,
interpretation, perceiving relationships,
and drawing conclusions than did children
under Teacher F.



Preschool Exnericnce N Trent

This discussion will attempt to respond to the follow-

ing question: Vere there significant differences in achievement

and in attendance which could be attributed to the significant

interaction effects of Preschool x Treatment at fourth grade?

Table 32 indicated that significant interaction effects

were evident (p(x.05).

TABLE 32

ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES AND STITDOWN F-VALUES
FOR PRESCHOOL X TREATMENT EXPERIENCES*

1
Control 2 Follow-lhrough

IRO Pre- Pre- No Pre- Pre- Stepdown
Dependent Variable 'school school school school

CTBS Reading Comprehension
CTBS Reading Vocabulary
CTBS Computation
CTBS Concepts
CTBS Applications
Self-Concept Rating
Attendance

390.00 379.70 398.10 386.40 0.02
359.90 367.30 363.70 360.10 0.99
390.20 392.90 382.50 370.80 1.34
400.50 382.20 372.50 367.70 3.57
382.70 375.20 374.40 374.90 0.65

2.93 3.18 3.29 3.30 0.36
172.40 169.01) 160.10 172.90 9.16**

* Multivariate F = 2.39, p(.05
** p < 001

. Overall group difference was highly
significant (p\.05).

. One out of seven dependent variables
contributed significantly to the overall
group difference.



Pictorial illustn!rion of tEc ;ntractiol: ecfect on

Attendance indicated that ti'.: efiects of preschool experiences

varied for Follow-Through and Control 2 schools (Fivre 9).

FlGUPF 9

PROFILE OF INTERACTIM NTEcT PPESCHOnL
X TREAMEW ATTE!MANCE

"G
,

^0 100,i0
0

,,)(0
'-

0
504

g
(4-1 709
0
4-)

60-
C)

50°
C)

- Control
- - - l'ollow-Throngh

No
Preschool Preschool

Control 2 960 9496

Follow-Through 8996 96%

. The influence of preschool experience in raising
attendance was most evident in Follow-Through
classes, where children with preschool experi-
ences showed higher attendance than comparable
children with no preschool experiences. In

Control 2 classes, attendance appeared to he
comparable, regardless of preschool experience.



Effect of Ir'n'."1-YnrH1)1 cr. .',chievccnt,
Self-roncrt, AttcndancT- Fotirlh ride

This discussion will atternt to respond to the follow-

ing question: To what degree did the pre-test measures corre-

late with achievernt, self-concept, and attendance measures?

Which of the 11 covariates appeared to be the best predictor

of the dependent variables?

An overall significant degree of association between

the two sets of dependent and independent variables' was noted:

Multivariate P = 2.31, p(.0001. Five out of the 11 pre-test

measures (CTBS Reading Comprehension, Vocabulary, Computation,

and Concepts subtests, and Stanford Diagnostic Reading) demon-

strated a significant degree of correlation with the seven

dependent variables, when the contribution of each covariate

was analyzed independently.

A regression analysis of the seven dependent and

seven independent variables indicated the following key findings:

Approximately 17% of the variance of the
dependent variables may be attributed to
the effects of the 11 covariates.

The seven covariates appeared to have the
greatest influence on two out of the seven
dependent variables, CTBS Reading Compre-
hension and Vocabulary.

Analysis of the independent contribution of the seven

covariates through the stepwise regression analysis indicated the

following findings:

. Six out of 11 independent variables (CTBS
Applications, Metropolitan Readiness. Tests
Total. Score, PLR, Chronological Age,
Mobility, and Self-Concept Ratings showed
no significant contribution to the vari-
ance of the seven dependent variables.
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. Of Ole five covarintes found to 1.nve sigoi-
ficant repression, the CVS Ruadin(1 Compre-
hension and Covutaion suhtests' scores
-ppeared to he tLe best predictors (Ti (0001).
The other predictors ranked in the the order
of significance were as follows:

CF!S Vocabulary p

Stanford Dinostic Reading ps.005

CTBS Concepts p.05

G. Factors Influencing Achievement and Self-Concept

Factors infllIoncing Children's Performance: This section

will discuss by grade level, the effects of additional variables

other than factors presented earlier (treatment, teacher, preschool

experience, sex), on children's performance in achievement and self-

concept measures at the end of the school year. Regression analysis

technique has been utilized to estimate the relationship between the

dependent variables (performance at the end of the school year) and

the covari.ates (or independent or predictor variables).

This discussion will attempt to respond to the following

questions:

. Is there any significant association between
the covariates and the dependent variables?

. Which of the covariates represent the best
predictor or best combination of predictors?

. Are there significant effects of duration of
Follow-Through participation and attendance on
the dependent variables?

Findings

The following findings are summarized from the five regression

analyses (Chart IT):

.
Significant associations were noted between the
covariates and the dependent variables at each
grade level.
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PLR scores (KnhiTnann-Anderson) appeared to be the
best predictor of achievement.

Initial teachers' ratings of participants at the
beginning of the school year appeared to be a good
predictor of achievement.

Selected subtest p)c-test measures, e.g. Word Mean-
ing, appeared to be also one of the better pre-
dictors of achievement.

. The duration of Follow-Through participation and
attendance hardly affects achievement shills.

1. Project Follow-Through at First Grade

The dependent variables consiste3 of children's performance

on Stanford I (W) Paragraph Meaning, Vocabulary, Word Reading, and

Arithmetic subtests, and teachers' ratings of self-concept at the

end of first grade. The covariates consisted of duration of Follow-

Through participation in days, attendance in days, Metropolitan

Readiness Tests Total Score, teachers' initial ratings of self-

concept, chronological age, and mobility.

The following key findings were noted:

. A significant degree of association was noted
between the six covariates and five independent
variables (F=2.84, 1.).0001).

. The effects of the six covariates were found
to be significant (p(.02 to p (;0001) on each
of the five dependent variables, with predict-
able variances (attributed to the six covar-
iates) ranging frog 14% (Vocabulary) to 28%
(Word Reading).

Based on canonical correlational analysis,
approximately 14.51% of the total variance of
the five variables may be attributed to the
effects of these six covariates.



When the contribution of each of the six covariates was

analyzed through the stepwise regression analysis, it was noted that

only two variables made significant contribution. The following

findings were noted:

. The Metropolitan Readiness Tests Total Score
obtained a year earlier, appeared to show the
largest contrib-Ation to the variance of the
dependent variables. The higher the scores
were, the higher were the achievement scores
and sOf-concept ratings one year later.

Teachers' initial self-concept ratings of
participants at the beginning of the school
year also contributed significantly to the
total variance. The higher the teachers'
perceptions of the child's self-concept,
the higher the probabilities of the child's
showing higher achievement and self-concept
measures, at the end of the school year.

It is notable that neither duration of Follow-Through

participation nor attendance showed any effect on children's perform-

ance at the end of the first grade. The implication is that, perform-

ance at first grade is hardly influenced by these two variables.

2. Project Follow-Through at Second Grade

The dependent variables consisted of children's performance

on Stanford II (X) Paragraph Meaning, Word Meaning, Language, Compu-



tation, Concepts, and teachers' rati::::s of pupils' self-con:-cpt

at the end of second grade. The covariates consisted of duration

of Follow-Through participation, attendance, PLR (Kuhlmann-Anderson

Form B), Metropolitan Readiness Tests Total Score, Stanford I (X)

Paragraph Meaning, Word Reading, Vocabulary, Arithmetic subtests,

teachers' ratings of participants' self-concept (October 1971), and

mobility.

The following key findings were noted:

. A significant degree of association was noted
between the ten covariates and six dependent
variables (F = 2.49, p(.0001).

. The effects of the ten covariates were found to
be significant on five of the six covariates,
as observed effects on Language scores fell
below significance. Predictable variances
ranged from "?2% (Paragrapl Meaning).to SO%
(Self-Concept Ratings).

. Based on canonical correlational analysis,
approximately 20.0996 of the total variance of
the six dependent variables may be attributed
to the effects of the ten covariates.

When the contribution of each of the ten covariates was

analyzed through the stepwise regression analysis, it was noted that

only four variables made significant contribution. The following

findings were noted:

. The PLR score obtained at the beginning of the
school year, appeared to show the largest con-
tribution (11(.0001) to the variance of the
dependent variables. The higher the PLR scores
were, the higher were the achievement scores
and self-concept scores were, at the end of the
second grade.



. Duration of Follow-Through participation
showed significant (p\.05) ccntrihution to
the total variance of the dependent vari-
ables. The longer the child participated,
the higher were the arithmetic and self-
concept scores.

. Teachers' initial ratings of narticipants'
self-concept evidenced sinificant contribu-
tion (r,".001) to the total variance of the
six variables. Howev::r only two of the six
variables were significmtly influenced by
this covariate: The hipher the initial ratings
were, the higher were the Paragraph 'Weaning
scores and later self-concept ratings.

. Word Readin5,, scores ontained at the beginning
of the school year evidenced significant con-
tribution (pc.OS) to the total variance.

3. Proiect Follow-Through at Third Grade

The dependent variables consisted of children's performance

on Stanford II (W) Paragraph Meaning, Word Meaning, Language, Compu-

tation, and Conceptssubtests, CTI3S Vocabulary, Comprehension,

Mechanics, and Expression subtests, and teachers' ratings of pupils'

self-concept at the end of third grade. The covariates consisted

of duration of Follow-Through participation, attendance, PLR (Kuhl-

mann-Anderson Form C), Metropolitan Readiness Tests Total Score,

Stanford II (X) Paragraph Meaning, Word Meaning, Language, Computa-

tion and Concepts subtests, teachers' ratings of pupils' self-con-

cept, chronological age, and mobility.

The following key findings were noted:

. A significant degree of association was noted
between the 12 covariates and ten dependent
variables (F = 2.64, ps'.0001).



. The effects of the 12 covarias were found
to be sj,gnificant en all the ten dependent
variables. Predictable variance ranged t'rom
28% (Language) to (-)7) (Paragrnph

. Based on canonical correlational analysis,
approxim::tely of the total variance
of the ten uependent variable, riny be attributed
to the effects of the 12 covariates.

When the contribution of each of the 12 covariates was

analyzed through the stepwise regression analysis, it was noted

that only six of the 12 variahles made significant contribution.

The following observations were noted:

. The PLR score obtained at the beginning of the
school year appeared to show the largest con-
tribution (p\.0001) to the variance of the
dependent variables. The higher the PLR scores,
the higher were the children's level of perform-
ance in achievement and self-.:oncept.

. Teachers' initial, ratings of participants showed
significant influences (pN.000l) on children's
overall performance. The'higher the initial
ratings, the higher were the achievement and
self-concept scores.

. Word Meaning scores also demonstrated significant
effects (p'.001) on children's overall performance.
The higlcr the initial Word Meaning scores, the
higher were the achievement and self-concept
scores.

. Computation scores also demonstrated significant
effects (pK.005) on children's overall performance.
The higher the initial scores on Computation sub-
test, the higher wore the achievement scores.

. Concept scores also evidenced significant effects
(1(.02) on children's overall performance. The
higher the initial concept scores, the higher
were the achievement scores.

. Mobility also evidenced significant effects (p.05)
on children's overall performance. The lower the
number of school transfers made, the higher were
the achievement scores.
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Similar findings were noted in a senarnte regression rup

which examined the effects of seven covariates on reading measures.

The reading measures included post scores on Vocabulary and Compre-

hension (CTPS), Paragraph Meaning and Word Meaning (Stanford 11),

Mechanics and Expression (CTRS) , and Stanford Language suhtest,

The covariates included Follow-Through duration, PLR, Metropolitan

Readiness Tests Total Score, and Stanford IT Word ec.ning, Para-

graph Meaning, Language, and initial teachers' ratings of self-coo-

cept.

The following observations were noted:

. A significant degree of association was noted
between the seven covariates and seven dependent
variables (F = 3.71, p .0001).

Based on canonical correlational analysis,
approximately i5 of the total variance may
be attributed to the effects of the seven
covariates.

. Four of the seven covariates contributed
significantly to the total variance, when
the contribution of each covariate was
analyzed independently. The four covariates
included PLR, Metropolitan Readiness Tests
Total Sore, Word Reading, and initial
teachers' ratings of participants' selfconcept.

4. Project Follow-Through at Fourth Grade

The dependent variables consisted of children's perform-

ance on CTBS Reading and Math subtests, and self-concept ratings

at the end of fourth grade. The covariates consisted of duration

of Follow-Through participation, attendance, chronological age,

mobility, children's performance on Metropolitan Readiness Tests

Total Score, Stanford Diagnostic Reading (September 1971), Kuhl-

mann-Anderson (Put), CTBS Reading and Math subtests (November 1971).
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The following 1:e findings were noted:

A significant degree of association was noted
between the 13 covariates and six dependent
variables (F = 1.61, p;.003;.

. Ihe comhilted effects of the 13 covariates
were found to he significant (p".01 to p,.(1001)
on each of the six dependent variables, with
predictable v;,:iance ranging from 40% (Self-
Concept) to 60ri, (Vocabulary) .

Based on canonical correlational analysis,
approximately 2S of the total variance of these
dependent variables may he attributed to the
effects of these 13 covariates.

When the contribution of cach covariate was analyzed

through the stepwise regression analysis, it was noted that only

two variables made a significant contribution. The following find-

ings were noted:

The PLR score obtained at entry to third grade
appeared to show the largest contribution to
the variance of the dependent variables (1-(.001).
The higher the PLR scores, the higher were the
achievement scores.

. Scores on the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Com-
prel, usion suhtest obtained at entry to third
grade also (7ontri)uted significantly (p.001)
to the total variance. The higher the reading
scores, the higher were the achievement scores.

It is notable that neither duration of Follow-Through

participation or attendance showed any influence on children's

basic achievement skills at the end of fourth grade. The implica-

tion is that, performance at fourth grade is hardly influenced by

these two variables.



V. SOVANY i":1) INSTO:2S

A. ;31immary cf Key Findin2s

1. Overall group difference between Kindergarten Follow-Throu7h
and centrel children. was ..;i:olificant in favor of

Kindergarten Follow-Throngh children (Multivariate F-value =
6.'1O, p.:..0)01), based on analysis of periormance on the
Metropolitan Readiness Tests (MT) and Stanford Carly School
Achievemenc Test (SF,SAT), self - concept ratings, and attendance
measures.

a. Kindergarten Follow-Through children demonstrated a higher
level of readiness sLills as compared Lo control children,
based on performance on the Metropolitan -.).oadines Tests
and Stanford Early School Achievement Test at the end of
the school year.

Kindergarten Follow-Through children were function-
ing at the 65th percentile on the Metropolitan Readi-
ness Tests as a mean total score of 62.04 was noted.
Control children were functioning at the 51st percen-
tile as a mean total score of 55.07 was reported.
Comparison of performance of these two groups by
Metropolitan Readiness Tests subtests indicated that
Follow-Throu.7h children were functioning above expec-
tancy in two out of six subtests (Listening and
Alphabet), and were functioning at expectancy in
the remaining subtests. Control children were func-
tioning above expectancy in one out of six subtests
(Alphabet), below expectancy in 011e subtest (Word
Meaning), and at expectancy level in the remaining
subtests (Figure 10).

FIGURE IO

OBSERVED SCORES OF KINDERGARTEN FOLLOW-TWIR1H
AND CONTROL CHILDREN COMPARE:1 WITH EXPECTANCY

- Control
- - - - Kindergarten Follow-Throngh (KFT)

- Expectancy

261

15

f 4\,
ll----X-,--..--tc-2.7.--2.- V .

..--'-' SA:\

Word Listen- Match- Alpha- Copy-

Control

Meaning

7.52

ing

9.07

ing

9.11

bet

12.S4

Numbers

II.3S

in7,

5.4R
KFT 8.62 11.71 9,.5 13.36 12.63 6,07
Expectancy 9.00 9.00 800 10.n0 17.0D 7.00
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. Kindergarten Follow-Through and control children
reported comnanble level or gains on the SFSAT
over a ninemonth period as noted below:

October
1971

Control 53.67

KFT 55.17

May
17.77

7S.73
50,6.1

Cains

'S.06

25.47

These findings indicated attainment of the following product

objective. Kindergarten Follow-Throngh children will show higher

level of reading readiness shills (11.051 than an apnronriate

comparist)n group at the end of the 1971-197: school year, as

evidenced by scores obtained on metropolitan readiness Tests.

b. Kindergarten Follow-Through children evidenced significantly
higher level of self-concept ,(P;.(11), based on teachers'
ratings on a five-point self-concept rating scale at the end
of the school year:

October May
1971 197.2 Change

Control 2.54 2.99 0.15
KFT 2.92 3.76 0.54

This finding indicated attainment of the following product

objective: Kindergarten Follow-Through children will show

more positi self-concept than an appropriate comparison group

at the end of the 1971-1972 school year, as based on scores

obtained on a test of self-concept, on teachers' ratings,

and parents' reperts.

c. Control children evidenced significantly higher attendance
(pc01) than did Kindergarten Follow-Through children
during the 1971-1972 school year: Control children
evidenced mean attendance of 167.00 days, while Kinder-
garten Follow-Through children reported a mean attenJ-
ance of 159.21) days.

-124-



This fincing iri ica.ced attainment of the following product

objective: Ki.nderuarten Follo-Throuvb children will show

higher attendance (11'.0!') than an appropriate comparison

group during the l071-1977 scbool year.

d. Comparison of ratings of two kindergarten teachers indi-
cated minor differences in favor of the teacher with
more Project-teaching enerience based on a seven-point
rating scale completed by Proiect administrative staff:

Teacher R, with three years of Proiect-teaching
experience, showed a mean rating score of 5.S8,
as compared to a mean rating of 5.44 for Teacher
A, with two years of Project-teaching exnerience.

both teachers received identical ratings on
seven out of nine behavioral categories. They
differed in two catecories where Teacher R
showed higher ratings in "degree of implementa-
tion of classroom discovery learning" and in
"degree of implementation of child-centered
learning experiences."

These findings indicated attainment of the following

product objective: Kindergarten Follow-Through teachers will

evidence higher ratings on the Responsive Classroom Rating

Scale at the end of the year compared to observed ratings

at the beginning of the year.

2. Overall group difference between First flrade Follow-Through
and Control I children was highly significant in favor of
Follow-Through children Wultivariate F = 0.52, p(.0(101).
Similarly, overall group difference between First(rade
Follow-Through and Control 2 children was highly significant
in favor of Follow-Through children ffultivariate F = 6.0R,
.onni). Analysis was based on performance on Stanford I
Paragraph gleaning, Vocabulary, Word Reading, and Arithmetic
subtests; Self-Concept, and Attendance measures.

a. First Grade Follow-Through children evidenced signi-
ficantly Higher level of basic readiness and math
skills (pK.011 when comnared to either Control 1 or
Control 2 children (Table 33).
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TABLE 3S

OBSERVED MEAN RAW SCORTS BY STANFORD I SUBTEST
BY TREATMENT GROUP

Stanford I
Subtest Control

Follow-
1 Through iControl 2

Paragraph Meaning 13.73 18.24 15.35
Vocabulary 18.33 15.62 14.28
Word Reading 18.95 19.(13 17.67
Arithmetic 27,59 34.25 23.52

This finding indicated general attainment of the following

product objective: First Grade Follow-Through children will

show higher level of basic achievement skills in reading and

arithmetic (p(.05) than an appropriate comparison group at

the end of the 1971-1972 school year, based on scores obtained

on standardized test measures.

b. Control 2 children evidenced significantly higher level
of self-concept ratings than did Follow-Through children,
based on a five-point teacher-completed self-concept
ratings scale at the end of the school year:

Mean Rating

Control 1 3.19

Control 2 3.65

Follow-Through 3.29

This finding indicated that the following product objective

was not attained: First Grade Follow-Through children will show

more positive self-concept than an appropriate comparison group

at the end of the 1971-1972 school year, bawd on scores obtained

on a test of self-concept, on teachers' ratings, and parents'

MULL.
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c. Differences in attendance beTwen Control I and Follow-
Through children, as well as between Control 2 and
Follow-Through children did not meet significance.

This finding indicated that the following product objec-

tive was not attained: First Grade Fallow-Through children

will show higher attendruice (11.GS) than an appropriate com-

parison group dtring the 1971-1972 school year.

d. Comparisons of mean ratings of four First Grade Follow-
Through teachers indicated no relationships between
Project-teaching experience and ratings received. ?Wean

ratings were based on a locally devised seven-point
rating scale completed by Project administrative staff,
at the end of the school year. !lean ratings for the
four First Grade Follow-Through teachers are indicated
below:

Number of Years
of Project

Teacher Fxnerience- Mean Rating

C 2 5.33
D 3 4.44
E 1 3.11
F 1 5.11

This finding indicated the following product objective

was not attained: First Grade Follow-Through teachers will

receive ratings on the Responsive Classroom Rating Scale

which will he directly proportional to the number of ears

of experience in the Project.

e. Duration of Project participation showed no impact on
basic reading and math skills, and concept ratings at
first grade. Mean duration of Project participation was
estimated at 2R1 days (s.d. = 92.91 days) with duration
ranging from 40 days to 360.00 days.

1 Four years as the maximum number of years of"Project experi-
ence as First Grade Follow-Through Project was initiated during the 1968-
1969 school year.
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This finding indicated ta!: rHec-

tive3 were not met: !oration of Follc-Thron7h narticiPatipn

from kindergarten thre7h first oracle will show sir.nificant

positive effc:ts on basic 1- -`din!' and path s T11S, and self-

concept ratinps at thr- end of the school vear.

3. Overall group difference between Second Crade Follow-Through and
control child-fen was highly significant in favor of control
children, based on analysis of perrnr:..:Ince on Stanford Primary
II Paragraph eanirj;, r:erd Lanua7,e, Computation, and
Concepts Self-Concept Ratings; and Attendance measures.

n. Control children el,idenced sign'_ficnntly higher lovel
of reading skills than did Follow-Throuj..h children
based on performance on the Stanord Primary TT iub-
tests (Table However, differences in basic math
skills between the two groups did not meet significance.

*

TABLE 34

MEAN SCORES ON STANFOTM PRIFlY TI
BY SUBTEST BY TREATMENT GROUP

Stanford TI Subtest ! Control iFollow-Through

Paragraph Meaning j 22,28 16.11
Word Meaning

i 14.14 11.16
Language 28.29 25.84
Computation 19.05 15.93
Concepts 14.97 13.41

This finding indicated that the following product objec-

tive was not attained: Second Grade Follow-Throu0 children

will show higher level of basic achievement skills in reading,

and arithmetic (;,;,OF) than an anprorriate cemnarison groun

at the end of the 1971-1972 school year, based on scores

obtained on standardized test mensurcs.
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b. Differences between Second Grade Follow-Through and
control children in self-concept ratings were not
signifiennt, bared on a five- point 1:c:richer completed

self-concept rating scale, at the end of the school
year, Observed mean ratings follow below:

Control

Follow-Through

October 'Ariv

1971 1972 Gain

2.87 3.46 n.59
3.02 3.25 n.23

This finding indicated that the following product objec-

tive was not : Seccnd Grade Follow-Through children

will show morepositive self-concept pnreriate com-

Eprison group at the end of the 1971-1972 school year, as

based on scores obtained on a test of self-concept, on

teachers' ratings, and arents'reports.

c. Control children evidenced significantly higher attendance
than Aid Second Grade Follow-Through children during the
1971-1972 school year. Mean attendance was noted as
follows:

Control 170.6 days
Follow-Through 163.7 days

This finding indicated that the following product objec-

tive was not attained: Second Grnde Follow-Through children

will show higher attendance ( (.05) than an appropriate com-

parison group during the 1971-1972 school ear.

d. Comparisons of mean ratings of four Second Grade Follow-
Through teachers indicated no relationships between
Project-teaching experiences and ratings received. Mean
ratings were based on a seven-point rating scale com-
pleted by Project administrative staff, at the end of
the school year. Mean ratings and years of Project-
teaching experience for the four Follow-Through teachers
are indicated as follows:



Teacher

Number of ';cars

of Project
Experiencel Mean Rating

G 1 2.77
H 2 5.55
I 1 4.77
.1 3 4.55

This finding indicated that the following product objec-

tive was not attained: Second Crnde Follow-Through will

receive ratings on the Responsive Classroom Rating. Scale which

will be directly_proportional to the number of years of experi-

ence in Second Grade Follow-Through Project.

e. Duration of Project participation showed significant
effects (p(.05) on six dependent variables (Stanford II
subtests and self-concept scores) at the end of the
second grade. Analysis of its influence for each vari-
able indicated its significant effect was limited only
to arithmetic computations and self-concept measures:
The longer the duration of Project participation, the
higher were the computations and self-concept scores.
Average duration of Project participation was estimated
at 426.09 days (s.d. = 138.74 days), with duration rang-
ing from 84 to 540 days.

This finding indica'ed only partial attainment of the follow-

ing product objective: Duration of Fallow- Through participation

at second grade will show significant positive effects on basic

reading and mathematics skills at the end of the schocl year.

However, the following objective was completely attained: Dura-

tion of Follow - Through participation at second grade will show

significant positive effects on self-conce t at the end of the

school year.

1 Three years as maximum number of years of Project experience as
Second Grade Follow-Through Project was initiated during the 1969-1970 school
year...
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4. Overall I;rcup diff:,vence between Third Grade Follow-Through
and control children was highly significant (Multivarinte
F 3.45, p..01), based on analysis of performance on Stan-
ford Primary IT Paragraph Meaning, Word Meaning, Language,
Computation, and Concepts; Self-Concept ratings; and Attend-
ance measures.

a. Control children evidenced significantly higher level
of reading and math skills thz;:l did Follow-Through
children at the end of the school year.

TABLE 35

OBSERVED MEAN SCORES ON STAWORD PRIMARY II
RY SUBTEST RY TREATMENT GROUP

,
Stanford II October

Subtest 1971

Paragraph Meaning 19.64

Word M'aning 13..57

Language 27.62

Computation 17.64
Concepts 14.97

Control r Follow-Through

May ;October May
1972 Gains i 1971

31.09 11.45 I 15.21
17.31 3.94 I 9.4R
33.50 5.R8 27.77
30.86 13.22 , 12.75
19.87 4.90 1 13.04

1972 Gains

23.61 8.40
15.97 6.49
31.86 4.09
25.24 12.49
18.02 4.98

This finding indicated that the following product objec-

tive was not attained: Third Grade Follow-Through children

will show higher level of basic achievement skills in reading

and arithmetic (p<.05) than an appropriate comparison group

at the end of the 1971-1972 school year, based on scores

obtained on standardized test measures.

b. Differences between Third Grade Follow-Through and control
children in self-concept ratings were not significant,
based on a five-point teacher-completed self-concept scale
at the Pnd of the school year.
follow below:

Observed mean ratings

October lcril May 1972 Gain

Control 2.97 3.07 .10

Follow-Through 3.36 3.09 -.27
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This finding indicated that the following product objec-

tive was not attained: Third Grade Follow-Through children

will show more positive self-concept than an arnronriate

comparison group at the end of the 1971-1972 school year,

as based on scores onbtained on a test of self-concept, on

teachers' ratings, and parents' reports.

c. Difference between Third Grade Follow-Through and
control children in attendance was not significant
during the 1971-1972 school year. Observed mean
attendance was as follows:

Control.

Follow-Through
165.9 days
165.7 days

This finding indicated that the following product objective.

was not attained: Third Grade Follow-Through childrc:, will show

higher attendance ( K.05) than an appropriate comparison grog

during the 1971-1972 school year.

d. Comparisons of mean ratings of four Third Grade Follow-
Through teachers indicated no consistent pattern in rat-
ings received and years of Project-teaching experience,
based on a seven-point rating scale completed by Project
administrative staff at the end of the school year. Mean
.ratings and years of Project experience aro indicated
below:

Number of Years
of Project,

Teacher Experience) Mean Rating

K 2 5.11

L 1
5.00

M 2 5.55

N 1 5.33

1 Two years as maximum number of years of Project experience as
Third Grade Follow-Through Project was initiated during the 1970-1971 school
year.
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This finding appeared to be a function of the limited

range of number of years of Project teaching experience, with

two years as the maximum and one year as the minimum. Thus,

attainment of the following product objective cound not he

ascertained: Third Grade Follow-Through teachers will receive

ratings on the Responsive Classroom Rating Scale which will

he directly proportional to the nlImber of ycnrs of e7eri-

ence in the Project.

e. Duration of Project participation showed no significant
effects on basic reading and math skills and self-con-
cept ratings at first grade. Mean duration of Project
participation was estimated at 47S clays (s.d. ,-, 224

days), with duration ranging from 4C days to 720 days.

This finding indicted that the following product ohjecive

was not attained: Duration of Follow-Throut_paitiaLpation at

first grade from kindergarten through third grade will show

significant nositive effects on basic reading-math skills and

oaselLsaasatEatings at the end of the school year.

S. Exploratory studies of former Follow-Through pupils 'in transition'
attending regular fourth grade classes at Mary R. Martin School,
compared with fourth-grade pupils with no similar experiences
from two non-Follow-Through schools indicated the following find-
ings:

a. Differences in basic achievement skills, self-concept
ratings and attendance were not significant when 'in
transition' children were compared with regular fourth
grade children from a non-Follow-Through school (Control
1) comparable to the Follow-Through school in poverty
and in mobility indices.



b. Overall y,roun difference wns significant (vultivariate
F = 2.23 n:\.0S) culnarisns w-e r nag between
the children 'in tr.-:nition' arri Control 2 or regular
fourth grade child Centro? 2 children were attend-

non-Follow-Thynh scheniJ; which were better socio-
economically than the Follow-Aron7h school , hosed on
lower pc)vcrty and )o ::r rHlility indices. Performance
on uns Ay.]timetic Conconts reursenttnd the most sio,nifi-
cant difference between the two erours and contributed
tO the over gro:lp difference:

. Children 'in trnsition' :crc functioning at 1.3
grade level as cenared to Control 2 c!:ildren who
were functioning at 1.3 r!rade level at the end of
fourth grade.

Children 'in transition' were functioning a': 2.5
grade level as -:),.Pared to Control 2 children who
were functioning at 3.2 grade level in the early
part of third grade (November 1970).

Findings from these exploratory studies represented trends

similar to earlier studios of the same three groups at kin-

dergarten through third grade. The absence of mere differ-

ences between these children 'in transition,' and the two

other control groups suggests that despite the initial chaos

of Follow-Through in its initial years of implementation,

these former Follow-Through children who constituted the very

first group of Follow-Through graduates, did manage to learn.

6. Differences attributed to teacher factor appeared to transcend
differences attributed to treatment (school) effects. Analysis
of teacher comparisons within each treatment (school) revealed
15 out of 19 teacher comparisons were highly significant (p\.05
to p (.0001).

a. At kindergarten, teacher comparisons within Follow-
Through and control school were significant.

b. At first grade, teacher comparisons at Follow-Through
and the two control schools were highly significant.

c. At second grade, two out of three teacher comparisons
in Follow-Through school, and two teacher comparisons
in control school were highly significant.
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d. At this'd tfnehl" cr7:-11nrinNIS were nor,-

significant the I:o teacher comparisons within

control school were hicnly sicrificant.

7. A follow-np of Pow-.1h-i.ollf7h and control rtnlils at two
grade levels indi siKnificc,rt differences in favor
of second T-:de (.1-..nls at th end of tho 197n1971 and
197]-1972 schal iftweve, differences did not mect
sinific:!nce in Ic,]-'11) of Third Grade Follow-ThroKb
and cont.rol pupil!; (Tablt: :C6).

TtRIT S6

SUARY OF MLLM-UP .\ VO-YEAR PERIOD,
1970-1P71, AND 197I-972 YEAR

_

Follow-Up Studies Dependent
By Year Variable

:Croup Poldinc
Adv ant ace

Second Grade Follow-Throurzh
Vs. Controls

1970-1971

1971-1972

Third Grade Follow-Through
Vs. Controls

1970-1971

1971-1972

Stanford I Reading
Stanford 1 Math

Stanford II Reading
Stanford II Math

Stanford II Reading
Stanford II Math

Stanford II Reading
Stanford II Math

Control
No Difference

Control
No Difference

No Difference
No Difference

No Difference
No Difference



a. Second Crnf1r. pc,ilo-ro'l-h Vs. tin .1 -rots

At the cad of first prne (rly 1971), control
chile:T=1 siprificr!ntiv I'Lrlher level

of perfoImnce (n .i!1) (-id !.c.,11(-

T11ron children, on two (P:17.^rmh Ye:ming, and
Word Rending) ot!t of thl-ce T'cndinsl:

Subtexts. A vf7.7.r later nv srone

control -.1-onn evidenct,6 hi yher

level of perforr.:,nce (1)/,0i) did the Follow-
Throuh group on the -;t:nford "caning
subtest only. Mns, diferences beTween these
two proups noted thc' end of second e.rode, did
not appear to 1,e as crcat ns differences noted
year earlier.

b. T;ird Grade Follow-Throu7h Vs. Coriiols

Overall group differenec!-41n,.tween these two gn.ups

were not significant at the end of the second and
third grades.

These findings suggest that the consistent superior per-

formance of controls over the Follow-Throurh children

observed in the past (refer to previous evaluation reports)

was not maintained over time. These findings may be a func-

tion of introducing 'structure' into what has been a rela-

tively fluid and unstructured program change in Project

administration, differences in program emphasis, etc.

7. The influence of preschool experience on basic achievement
skills, attendance and self-concept ratings, failed to

. reflect a consistent trend. This finding may be a function
of several factors including:

a. Preschool experience is not unitary as it interacts
with a variety of school and non-school exneriences.
The more remote the experience is, the more diffi-
cult it becomes to attribute anything to such exueri-
ence as they become compounded by other variables.

b. Learning in not a function only of the interaction
between children and teacher, it is a process that
is going on between children themselves, as well
a:; between children and the outside world.
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Analy.:is of variables iiflucncin7, aehieveTrent znd self-concept

of Folcw-M,.ouh Clildreu 1-1r end of .the school yrar,

kinde.garlen 1:11-our i:ourth 2rnde, int2..icated that teachers'

initill self-encnt rativs ^t pay,;:c:nants, rerresented

the hst predictor performance. Self-concont ratin7s

showel a positive ',1nd direct '.(21:ttionsl:in on performnce:

The h01;.r the initial rntim!s, ,he hiy.cr 'e.as the perform-

ance Other key findinr,.3 were noted:

a. DI:ration of FolicmThrough paTtielintion evidenced

n) influe.nce on achievement or self -c' 5neept except

at second grade.

b. Attendance and ch,-enological age hardly showed any

iTpact on perform.,:nce.

c. PLR scores (Kuh3mann-Anderson) apreared to he the

best predictor 01' achievement and self-concept when

available.

d. Selected pre -test: measures were also found to he

good predictors of children's perfomance,

Findings from item number 9 suggest that the.tine of the

data collection may determine the degree of impact of such

data on performance. The more recent the test data, the

higher are the prohabilitiec of its significant impact; the

more remote the test data, the less are the probabilities of

demonstrating a significant influence. The recency of ini-

tial self-concept ratings, pre-test measures, and PLR scores

may account for its consistent significant effects on per-

formance. Similarly, the effects of Metropolitan Readiness

Tests total scores (obtained at kindergarten) were on1;, found

to be significantly predictive of performance at first grade.

Its influence became less evident, however, at the upper

primary levels.
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10. Ratinl:s of Follorough techrF; by the Project ad'nin-
i:;tra,ivu srafi on is scvcn-point 1:c.s1::)1've

Obser-ation Ratin Scale in(lic::Z.ed irriel-ontation of the
Respons; Princiole :).th the 1,ore 'responve' clsroom
behav:oas at kinAeyrtt:n i t I 11: less rc:;nnsive cinss-
room ehaviors at 7.'ir:7,t grade. The followin 1:ey findings
were Loted:

. Utilization of ;11,2 Ingunj,,e Experienor2s 11 Rending

appronch decreases as one goes up the grade level.

Deliree of teacher's verbal climeanin7 behavior appeared
to be strongly cf.17rolatcd with nnplication of strong
physical force vo insure clan :-,room control.

Relationships bc.'n scrtn ratinc'.s rcccivPd and class nchieve-
ment :'rom kindergten to third grade, were not evident.

These findings suggest that other critical variables

affect classroom achievement other than the degree of imple-

mentation of 'Responsive' classroom environent principle, or

the duration of Project-teaching experience. These findings

further suggest the need to re-examine those variables

presently unkno;m1:thich are affecting classroom performance.

B. lm'lications and Reconmendations

Project Effectiveness and Achievement: ProjecL

Through appeared to be most effective at kindergarten and first

grade, and least effective at the upper grade levels. At the two

lower grade levels, Follow-Through children evidenced a higher

level of basic readiness and achievement skills than did the

control children. At the upper grade levels (grades 2 through 4),

control children tended to show significantly higher level of

performance than did Follow-Through children.

The superior performance of Kindergarten and First

Grade Fol:ow-Through children over the control groups alluded to,
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represents increasing effectiveness of this progrre over four to

four and a half years of PYOJt.:Ct operation. in the past (during

the school years Januy-June 190, 19C8-1969, and 1969-197n),

control children had always demonstrated significantly higher

level of performance than did Kindergaften Follow-Through

children until the 1970-1071 school year, when the trend was

reversed. Kindergarten Fellow- Through children then evidenced

significantly higher level of readiness than did the

control groups for the firEA time in three and a half years.

The trend was continued to the current school year. Thc signi-

ficantly higher level of perfornnnce c).17 First Grade Follow-

Through children over the control group during the 1971-1972

school year occurred for the first tine in four years of imple-

mentation of First Grade Follow-Through Project. The implication'

from these findings appears to be that continuing implementation

will result in increasing Project effectiveness to affect achieve-

ment and readiness skills, with increasing understanding of the

theory underlying the 'Responsive' classroom environment with

increasing exper!.ence in its implementation. It should he noted,

however, that the Responsive Environment Principle as presently

implemented, has undergone several modifications introduced at the

local level. Some structure has been added to what has been

considered 'too open' or 'too unstructured' approach of the

Responsive Principle in an effort to make it more relevant to

the local needs. It is highly probable, therefore, that the

increasing effectiveness of this Project may be a function of the
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local impact to the Pesponsive classrmim environment, rather than

the sole influence of the responsive auproach.

Trends reflecting lower performance of Follow-Through

children when compared to control children at second and third

grades aiTeared to he continuing. Proluct ohjectives relative to

achievement, selfconcept, and attenda)ce were hardly attained

this year as in the previous years. These trends nay he a func-

tion of children's earlier expo-ore to a program in its early

developmental phase. The Responsive p-ogram then, two years ago,

was operating in a random trial-error fashion, with its share of

problems which are usually- associate(' with pilot programs in its

initial year of operation. Or, the poor observed performance may

be a function of children's earlier exposure to a totally 'un-

structured' or 'too open' approaches, primarily diverted at de-

veloping their self-concept.

Follow-Un Studies and Achievement: The superior per-

formance of control children over Follow-Through children at

grades 2 and 3 during the 1971-1972 school year (see pages 12-13)

was not always verified by the follow-up studies. A two-year

follow-up of controls and Second Grade Follow-Through children

indicated that although the controls showed significantly higher

level of achievement at the end of the second year, differences

were not as great as those observed a year earlier. P, two-year

follow-up of Third Grade Follow-Through and control children

indicated that differences at the end of second grade and at the

end of third grade were non- significant. Group differences which
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consistently favored the controls in tle past appeared to have

disappeared over time.

Findings from these follow yl studies may he a function

of many factors occurring during the l71-1972 school year. The

most obv:ous was the change in neninis ration of Project Follow-

Through. This change a: the top heraWed other equally important

changes most evident in program structure, program emphnsis, and

in staff receptivity to ideas. A strui:ture was introduced into

what has been generally fluid, open, and very unstructured pro-

gram, although the general intent of the responsive program struc-

ture was maintained. Awareness of building un the child's self-

concept continued to he the focus, of the program, but not at the

expense of ignoring such basic skills as reading at grades 1 to 3.

The child's curiosity, his capacity to learn, and interest were

utilized as a media on which to provide individualized classroom

instruction, but teachers assumed a more active role in guiding

learing activities for acquisition of basic skills. The Model's

basic reading; approach, Language Fxneriences in Peadinl, for

example, was supplemented with ()the:: reading approaches at the

eiiscretion of the teacher involved. Teaching staff's reactions

to the change in administrative set-up was very positive. A

rapport established between Project administration and.teaching

staff, no doubt resulted in greater cooperation and more willing-

ness to try out new ideas than would have been possible, under

different circumstances.



Another factor worth considering is the robility pattern.

Over a two-year period, children from Flllow-Through and control

schools were hardly stable. For examul, in the follow-up of

Third Grade Follow- Through and control .Thildren, less than half

of Follow-Through :-;roup remained, as CC1POd to `:'Y of control

group who stayed. Were those who were loving out of the district

the higher achieving, the more motivatei youngsters?

Project Effectvross and Fo:lf-Concent: One of the

unusual findings in this report is that Follow-Through children

failed to demonstrate consistently significantly higher level of

self- concept ratings than did the controls. Only (indergarten

FollowThrough children demonstrated significantly higher self-

concept ratings, as compared to comparable control group. When

one considers that the Responsive Environment Principle is built

around the enhancement of the child's self-concept, it is remark-

able that its manifestation was not at all evident. however,

this finding may be a function of the test instrument utilized.

Teachers' ratings may not truly reflect a valid measurement of

the child's self-concept. Furthermore, one wonders also what is

self-concept? Are there better, more valid techniques of assess-

ing change in self-concept?



Factors Pchie,:e7')ent cr_l del f-Concent! Snecu-

lation on the adverse effects of mobility were not confirmed,

as duration of Follow-Through pzirtieipation was found to have

no impact on performance. Attendance, and chronological

age were found to have no impact also. The consistent

positive effects of teachers' initial self-concept ratings of

participants appeared to be somewhat related to the self-ful-

filling prophesy, alluded to by Clark in 1965, and by Rosenthal

and Jackson in l968. It should be noted, however, that other

variables including PLR scores and selected pre-test measures

which were found to be good predictors of performance, were

administered at almost the same time as the teachers' self-con-

cept ratings. That time of data collection may in part deter-

mine the significance of their influence on performance is

strongly suspected. As noted earlier, it appears that the

more recent the test data, the higher the probabilities of a

significant impact, and vice versa.

Teaching Influence and Performance: Trends were not

consistent when mean ratings on the Responsive Classroom Rating

Scale were correlated with class performance across four grade

levels. Spearman relationship ranged from -1 at kindergarten

to 0 at first grade.

When class achievement was correlated with duration of

Project experience, correlations were consistently low from first

to third grade. The high correlations noted at kindergarten may



again be a function of the limited number of 1:indergarten

teachers involved.

Completion of ratings by the Project administrative

staff may reflect some biases that would affect the validity of

the instrument, and therefore, may not provide a true picture of

the real classroom teacher's behavior. The validity of thc, rat-

ing instrument itself, may also be of some question. To summarize

briefly, the low correlations between classroom achievement and

degree of implementation of responsive principle,' as well as be-

tween classroom achievement and duration of Project-teaching

experience, suggest the existence of other variables which have

more impact on class performance.

Reo:,.,)endations: Based on findings presented earlier,

and in interviews with Project staff, the following recommenda-

tions are suggested:

1. Project Follow-Through may be contined on a
limited basis.

2. Project evaluation should include an assess-
ment of other critical variables affecting
children's performance.
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N.

;:rid contont

for se.!ch

Generates e:n1 e in a rul For exat;..pl o, if rule s!

pl ura 1 D ciiii ( . ! y : i riput. I f

rrchiu is " rad c " e nciiry, nc,t-rCJ rrJS into red 011(2.5

; C t h-; 1 1 do.

4 Peh:.. oY:n ',.Y.2,-Si0;i5 Of ga:i.es in. 1, 2, and 3.

Given rule for a pa. i.V.Tn, ets wi 11 co;,!e next or

extends Fa v rules ttri Le cells ) for r ! ; : a tri co..;-iid 1 o tos-'

the cells x.

5. LdD,A5 in c.:!;.)!.: involvino rulo (relet2d t6 set).

vele -playin, 5:-.../Thinelf:Exainpl :

(p1 ay; d tree or polici'...man,Tor c;.:-.-iple).
. .

'
!! Pc'. .p to newph,,,s(.-is in 1c:rntri,..) P.coth, A&.pts to nr,w

tr 1, C 2 ; 170 r. c, l c, f r LI v t-i ca 1 a:nd t ois t
. .

patterns !to

I

7 q...____i______-

13 1 15 Iii:
Fi cure 2 Sa:r.ple

:: ' , : : , ! probl eD v:i 1.:-: I t to- r; ci-rt
and to;:-: lie b:-.)t-...c!,,. r.:!:ttE:rn
(11 qr.-,es in li.her:e:.,,Ycy: cell)

6. ', Fil imir,;-?tes' i1 ,s 1:no.;n to detr-.!-;,.:i iIc.: ',.:;!;.1Ji: is

:!..i..i!clure.s 1

Examn1 es: Gi Ven tido .or more t !TO. nd ore : he!:.doesn ' t
. .

I:now chi 1 d c. ii icientj, fy. exi.,F1;)1 e , picture of!

ca!t', a chilc! to the ..:a
:



ExawIe: ne:,:t in a patYc.:Ini, If

a child's nre relf.,v 'Lo the attriH'..es o the

pattern, thwe is oT usinc; If his first (J.Joss

is rc,1:-:v.:.:11;.. shrJwn, he is ifli to an use

lnfortion. exlc,, if thi 1. lattr:rn: a ccc

and chi] d tha t -lour 'di sh wan'. ha nI:xt (a rel avant

MC will P:YJ! fy his cju.11ss to two "es.' This

would t usi n feedb:.:'-..k

If, after seeir,j onl Ule "a' the "b" is net, he is

dc;r,rin s L. ino ..,11 o and th E..1) 1 t- u or, f.7 n .1.

n. th CXO1i O. , you 1:1;..y infer t!.2 di ild

reaS,oli-:, for h2,..: behavior.

8. .Ta

cs :' Di Lea .'t4-3rt iT1 vi ty.

PotCv

. .

sti;r,u1 us- card in c.1 111.-,e u fi gyres task (or rota Les h self

around,...card); 1 i 0.-Ifernt s1 L.L1VC rec.;,ard..

- to the stisul us;ai so i ndica tad by fl ey.ibi 1,i ty and ydricty Of

responss o a s tiniql us : (Rorsch,ach , or TAT) or stimulus si tud tri on

9. Solves verbal. i...nd-rnthc;'..cti ca 1 oroh I ro tho t p.rn'uless th:in ohvlous..

ExilLipl es: thsi tes or dictates a story h3sed on a ntiv2rical headline.

Verbal i7es rutru1cs pa LL.:,.rns, concepts in inductive

10. Recooni ',It a prol-lc:.' can no'.

Emm'iples: Givi2n an ir..cc.oss-ihie task (telling color by touch), the child

up on the task (ceTul.e continue
-147-



l.!, r.- r.!

.-s .1-,. to i:)1c.)., Or (:ioesii't

1:;!in a sh: .;

i : :11 c.olc.-;! th

in a cr r cr.

II

th2 child th,:n reach int.) a 1)::g and

L11i1:.!;01 child c:in thr.:11 joint, out

eye the f-,.21 n array of shal.,-s to MY:.

Shon a.. card win dot..; (.. ), the child can discrir,n-

et a (d if.- nN t s5o cditte by h(.: a s i-d-s z.or hc ac

sound.

it by eye a

iy,;ditc;ry (di-di-daq, the Child can, discri:..-iina to

di )1 c:111

The 1,ter iire also el ( :ar of the char.::::-

tek.istic of.

or-pro;tction pr, lir' S. (:,i1.1:-scrc:nni:1(;. tho:fIoor in col(T), are

The ) and r..::.sag:.! wu hi.v:! set

examples ,Tooth Codinn Scrr:1 form of 'thcA should b.2

ciirlsen's sug.jc.:stiops. for matrix c,,a1;:es contair:

petific.exples .ofmapoin:o.

12. AVr2rsi..,nrls

Exp;p1 es : i inductive gam;,s i 7 By turniny thn

,
around thF2y can also snow 1..i..sverslwii),,,, snown bv a rulc-rechino (3:no

An vhich the mule is any,r,ot-red cube ischange:i into it rec.! cube. This

is '.e:!:tre..::(!ly graSp:::J by nciarly CI 1 ride rc.;ar teo2rs a f ter no re

tha P f exalr.Plc ( a t s usually ru,u i re mc; re exa;i1p1 es ) .

the reverse .orera tif-m - red not-r;:d - is c:istre:lely fficul t for

kinderprterers as Pi t has clearly shc,wn (fort3te.ly. adul ts do

b6t.Ler) -148-



otiy?r in c,cri Hi e

c i 11(j 1 i n,

buridc ri or

r.; c ii 1i 1 .;.(-2.r or uht.-!Yr.,c.ted

ori enttic::*1 or e. uy;!-.1c n a treo or co.::

saddlod 1-:.y a

fic-..;rs for

insi do v!or,J, -or

Names figITcs pc:rc.c ivcd in an i'.1:stral...t. pi ctue.

Gi von fi r,;urc.-5, h in cro or mJre ways rtiorcd.
1NTERACTICV.AL

. 1

)-1 o
cs: If I put an X ho i.e oppon:.,nt wi 1 1 pro!:.:21)1 y

yi In t
t
tput lin Ct . f, on X liereL..5-

opp)ner,t put on 0! her c. ------ i; 11rd h

2 . An ti

imunp Simi Tar to- a!-..ove cxcpt no flood to adopt to rui
.

ch6nge by oppo4,nt since 112 rOves :.i.ccortiing to your

rule or expectation I, n rood to loreok

3. Ad ;.-.) td rclo

Exarnpl es 1cs nd s a pp ro i te 1 y to o' o n 2httZ Un:I t di
.

move. in peg.] ty, chrcters, 'chess or other activi-ty,

Improvises appropri a tc:1 y whi 1 e bOlt. ply i ng vith one or more

others.

4. TaLs CM f.'f±-17,nt i of' vi
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lf h riht in his 1:.-rt

Lnd in put:. in

vrrftr dir:Lr.2hc:2 right fels

cool , left iv.Ind thn H. Ev-,kc:d to

it11,10m.: hi ricTht to r.-.oinoc el Sr 'fti id

"This tC is co:)!," do sz..Y? Thc child indiuic:',

thElt you'vc il whiit you

Tahos differc:nt rol'cs

to stiulus "Act as if Y,A wcTo

AFFECTIVE

cr.2;-;_..yiiiLsit-!:.!rj...?..

. Lxwplcs: E:Tross;:s othrJrs' joy.

Lo otH ii doLE. not

Vhen aire of chciiLiw1.or l oati r, .Alcs this sc1 e:

gnore:, points:outatter of fz!ctly, expresseszmci2ror

disippoint=ni::,z1cee;)tal!ly..: Doe; not persist.in ignoring

(tist0ch . stratc,-Jy);. does no,t

2. T.6n2s-mith own.enti-ins.

:ExpreSEeS joy, Might; achowledgc:s own rLje-

breal:ing whn it is puif:t:A out and continues. pluin,

Accepts co.i.10imen1.s: H,Dndles-anoc:y appropriatcfly.

THE4,011: GEERALCH[,,nCTERIST3CS OF VanD NO:21..E.;-SOLVaARr:

THESE. HE IS:

1. Able to CC:riC,r2;11.re::: not t.!:1sily pcxsorvpres.

2. f-Able tide ada1 focus (comersing

-,150,



Si,

tj.

to "clo it

APIC to "hy,"

"1,:hi:t would

note::Yily p:.r!.:o4ed a rint

G. flueLt, varic d i'i:tions.

7. li;:::clin,Jt.ivc; CiM2 or stan:.!:Jrd dviz:tions

frp:1 th,.2

8. R,-:fletive, focud; no:c.

9 Able to tolerF.i,.: C.:21ay; t turn.

10. Flexible, oi,en, .holds in uspc!nsion

further inforation.

11. Able to :or!: within

12. Able 1:.0 use a vsrity Ciit1.Ce Lr2

pcers,

.13.. Willing to risi: fiTure; wil1in9 to (.;uE, ch31lene;

viithstands

i. Serses'eis5On:Ince. or notes discrepanciCS (prOblc:m-sensin0'

,

'De6ls':%.thab'Stra.ctions' (cOnctpts, s, Lois)

16. Plan's 'e.nd cirri es out project.

17. NEles. and -.honors oJ contracts.

18. Trusting rath(.,'r than

1° .Focuses: on reasons' for bnilvior rather than behavior itself..

cEin.provid bx.aples Of how we we'Ad help children learn the fi-st set of

problui..1-561vin; prooese. f more difficult prOblei..1 'is'hlpin;1 children develop

tho gcncial charatteristics of a_Qoed NOvertheless, they are

pro!):,:ply NA:AA to the :it.;ility to solve proHem.



One of the objoci.,ivr_s of this Cl (.S1''3: pf.o::.s would !)2 first to 11.:1,

child learn th2 prohlen-solvin'4 pro:.cs:-,es that hc..ve heen

of .1.hese would 17..2 u%cd to 1r21 p
(1., child rc,w skills or cOre

The.explicit chjectivc,s :ire that u:ch of th2 prch1 Ivin7). pr scs is

uscd in teatic.:11D othur conc.c:pts. An exle of classro:u

1 tIC;17:}1rT Ch i 1..! C is:: , fi;111'

//\ -I C
E:nd 1)1.2,

qrech;.

2. She US S shP,p2, i;nd color 'to !If:: p th chi 1 i 1 ezwn the

of a In:3trix u::,inj an ftc:uctivc TivIt fS, shr! de.; not give

the rule i:nd 1):!t the child to discovc:T the rule .

such a r,otrix.

3. "She tests-th2 -child's a',.;ility to use th:2 e.nd kips him to

conOptLy sh3pe and color in other m.:...tricc..s:

4. She TSC:S ,th2 kn:;v:lae the cl of the mtrix to teach fl

(Fiure 3) ahr_,HRncinc:,0- (Fipre 4),

10 12 . 14

0 IL

6

Figure 3. 11:.!thmtics
Matri;:

-152-
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A second c1 assroe....1 proce,...s objective 0 be the teacher's .05;i2 of rilee'is

that are consistc:It with th., d.esired stylc-s, stratcies and ch::iecteristics

effective prob.::::.,:-selvel-s. One e.,::)1 e :cu: Le ur,in-j 1..:ethc:s oc

teaching. The apro:tch to te..hin-.j thr, CO:(..;; of th :c.:1d be

exmple. Another exa:le would Le instez:d of askirl::1, ";?hat is the ans'..:cr to

2 X 2?" the teacher would say, "The anser is folw, is to quesLie:i?" Or

th(! tNicr \lould cfFtr: iln7i);:erS into ri';ht ors. For ex .ale,

Teacher: "Mi:).L's 2 2?"

Child:
Ur
J

It

.

Teacher: "That's the a'n:,wer to 2 3, 1.Tha-il-s. 2 1 27"

The chjective yould he for the treher to di vent E:nd

indPctive a;.,Ivoac.ii at least as often as she 'does a co;;ver(jent and deductive

a,ovoach

-153-



AIMS

APPLN1)IX.A-2

READING LESSON PLAN

To develop comprehension skills. To introduce new words. To integrate

reading, writing, art, and mathematics.

MATERIALS

Chalkboard, flash cards, picture cards, textbook, paper, paints,

paper basket, pocket chart, and pencils..

MOTIVATION

Game - "Pick the Apples." Pupils pick apples from tree. Each apple

has a review word on it. Pupil has to tell something about each word he picks.

Example, .'flakes - It begins with the fl blend. Each pup11_ counts apples he

has picked. Pupil With most apples is the winner.

PROCEDURE

A. Review known ..words by playim; game "Pick the Apples."

Present. new words: .wintercolcl, middle, noises, flakes,
snow, waked, sled, robe, and slippers.

Guide silent reading: 'probable questions:`'

1. Do you remember who Windy Chase is?
2. How did he first know that it was cold?
3. Can you describe a snowy night?
4. What did Windy think he'd do tomorrow?
5. Where was his sled?

. Coordinate oral reading with silent reading.
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ENRIMIENT

E. Evaluation.

1. Discussion.

2
. Pupils will write ton sentences using new vocohulary.

words.

1. Pupils can paint a snow scene on colored paper or draw a
snow story with white chalk.

2. Pupils can make a snow scene mural on brown paper.

3. Pupils may write a story about a winter night.

=155-



ACTIVITY

APPENDIX A-3

SCIENCE LESSON PLAN

Science (About 40d5 minutes).

TYPE OF LESSON

"Experimenting with rommen ObjeCts."

OBJECTIVES

MATERIALS

PROCEDURE

1. To isolate and manipulate groups of objects.

2. To focus-attention on objects cfrosen for an experiment
and on the,changes that occur during the experiment.

For each pair of children a tray containing:

. Capped vial with water. . Battery.

. Colored candy spheres. . Flashlight.

. Scissors. . Bulb.
.

. PaPer cliPss.- . Aluminum wire.

. Rubber band.
.

Sharpened pencil with eraser.
3" x 5" card.

1. Objects arc placed on trays. Trays are placed on desks
arranged like ,table in front of children.

2. Children arc asked to name objects'em the.tray. They are
told that the objects in front of them are to he manipulated
in anyway they wish to see, if anything happens or if any
changes take place. Emphasize that there is nothing they
can do wrong, anything that they choose to do is alright'.
Encourage them to think independently. At this time offer
no suggestions. Circulate around the class room and admire
what they do. I



3. 'Then referring, to experimnts, encourage children to name
objects used and t011 as nearly as possible the changes
which took place.

4. Toward the cnd of the lesson, if all ponsible comhinations
or experiments with objects have not been tried, make
specific suggestions.

5. After about 30 minutes, have the children place all objects
on tray in front of them. Collect tray:-,. There will he no
organized discussion with the class at this time.

6. During the remaining time, pass,ont S" x 12"shects of news-
print. Have children fold newsprint in half, and then fold
in halfagain. They will have eight boxes, using front and
back side of newsprint, to record their experiments. Pairs
of children who worked together nay also work together by
each recording a different eNperiment. They may record
experiments by drawing objects used and then show, also by
drawing, the changes whichtook place. Have pupils name
all objects they used and write the names on the chalkboard.
Children may rerer to these names. when they name objects'on
their papers.

7. Add these names to the vocabulary words in the Science
Center. Place at least two trays of the same objects used
on the table in the Science Center.. Children may later use
these if they wish to repeat experiments at other times
during the week.

EVALUATION.

1. To what extent were the objectives realized?

2. Was there pupil interest? Did it row?

3. Was there sufficient pupil participation?

4 Did pupils work independently and did I give them time
to work independently?

5. Was MyLVerbalization at i minJMuM?-

O. Were my questions bread and open-ene07

7. Was the lesSen,sitUntion an cnjOYable one for all 'the
children?
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APPENDIN

SOCIAL STUDip LESSON PLAN

OBJECTIVES

1. Learn about the houses of Eastern Woodland Indians.

MATERIALS

HOCEDURE

2. lielp children appreciate how these IndianS used what
was available to them to build their houses.

help child en understand how nature and the geography
of an area influences how people live.

.Filmstrip - Eastern Woodland Indians - Shelter
Directions printed on tagboard for making Wi,r2wams

construction paper
Brown wrapping paper
Glue, scissors, rulers, black crayons
Other materials as required by children..

1. Ask children how they think this street looked at the
time of early. Indians. Help them to realize that there
were forests, wild animals, rich soil where their school
is now.

. Ask children what they think their houses are made of and
where these materials came from. Could Indians have had
these materials at that tine? That was available to them
to use for building shelters?

View. filmstrip, Eastern Woodland Indians - Shelter
Encourage children to describe what they see and help them
to appreciate that the Indians made use of what was around
them.

Activity: Invite suggestions from children about how they
mfTEt construct a small wigwam using school supplies.
Allow children who have ideas to tell the class under them.
Encourage them to write their directions down. For children
who would like to make wigwams nnd don't have ideas of their
own, show them a sample and post the printed directions in
the art area. Read and discuss the procedure. Begin project
with them.

(Correlated with Art and Language Art's' and Math
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1;1.i :,HTIONS FM 1MINC

1, Cu'; from black co;!struction nano 1 St -rips 1/4 inch wide

and 12 inches long (to-repr.osont saplings used by Indians)

Cut 1 strip 1/4 inch wide and 18 inches loni.;,

2. Glue the ends of the longest strip together tp forma ring.

3. Fold each 12-inch strip in half to find the center and
open again.

4. Lay the strips in this pattern with centers on top of each
other.

Glue Centers

\,)

S. Glue ends to inside of ring.

6.. Cut as many 1-inch squares out of brown wrapping paper as
needed to cover wiwam. With .black crayon make lines on
each square to make it resemble hark.

. .

Glue squares in an overlapping pattern to cover framework.

Cut a door and-4 round'smoke hal.e in the,;top.

01P0A-1':71c

CI4(
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APPENDIX A-5

MATII LESSON PLAN

OBJECTIVE

Each child will determine how many tons and how man; ones in numbers

from 11 to 20.

EVALUATION TECHNIQUE AND ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA WORKSHEET

Ten problems out of ton solved correctly.

MATERIALS

Set of ten (sticks) ; sticks; rubber bands; flash cards for digits

0-9 (two for digit 1); flash cards for "ones" and "tens"; siX styrofoam tens

trays (meat trays with nine holes the size of a set of ten) ; six styrofoam ones

trays; six .worksheets:: tons A ones written on the board near chalk tray..

I

PROCEDURE

A. Introduction

Children will ident3fy digits,
set of ten, set of one, "ones,"
"tens," that lie on table.

B. Main Lesson

1. Each child selects ten
sticks and places them in
appropriate tray.

2. A child selects digit card
to, represent nine sticks
and places IA on chalk tray
under (tens or) ones Place.

-160-

Purpose

Review

To discpvernine
sticks all fit in
ones place.

To record concrete
discovery. abstractly.



3. Repeat 'stops numi2ers 1 and 2
with ten sticLs.

4. Repeat procedure with 31, 12,

and as many numbers to 20
as needed. Each child proceeds
at own rate and may stop when
he says how nany tens and ones
in a number without counting
sticks.

C. Closing

Worksheet

-161-

3. To discover LOD Sti'
must be bl/ndled and
that ten sticks arc
one ten and zero oiu:s.

4. To fulfill objecive.

Relate concrete
discoveries to aln-itrac

notation.

2. Evaluation techniquc.



FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY

-162-



APPENDI X P,



C
II

I

O
B
S
E
R
V
E
D
 
M
E
A
N
 
S
C
O
R
E
S
 
O
B
T
A
I
N
E
D
 
O
N
 
S
E
V
E
N
 
C
O
V
A
R
I
A
T
E
S

B
Y
 
S
C
H
O
O
L
 
B
Y
 
T
E
A
C
H
E
R

A
T
 
K
I
N
D
E
R
G
A
R
T
E
N

S
c
h
o
o
l
-

.
-
'
-

-
-
-
-
T
e
a
c
h
e
r

N
.
.

I
-
S
t
a
n
f
o
r
d
.
 
E
a
r
l
y
-
S
c
h
o
o
l
 
A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
T
e
s
t
,

ti

C
o
n
t
r
o
l

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
A

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
B

F
o
l
l
o
w
-
T
h
r
o
u
g
h

.
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
-
C

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
D

3
7

1
7

2
0

7
6

E
n
v
i
r
o
n
-
.

m
e
2
i
t

-
M
a
t
h
e
-

m
a
t
i
c
s
-

L
e
t
t
e
r
s

a
n
d

S
o
u
n
d
s

A
u
r
a
l

C
o
 
p
r
e
-

h
e
n
s
i
o
n

C
h
r
o
n
o
-

l
o
g
i
c
a
l

A
g
e

2
1
.
1
3

1
0
.
8
9

9
.
3
2

1
2
.
3
3

7
3
.
8
6

1
9
.
7
7

1
1
.
0
7

1
0
.
5
0

1
3
.
0
5

t
7
5
.
1
7

2
2
.
4
8

1
0
.
7
2

8
.
1
4

1
1
.
5
7

7
2
.
5
5

2
1
.
4
4

1
0
.
7
8

1
0
.
0
7

1
2
.
8
8

I
7
3
.
1
3

1
1
.
0
8

1
0
.
4
4

.
1
1
.
1
2

1
1
.
7
8

7
4
,
0
8

2
1
.
8
0

1
1
,
1
2

9
.
0
2

1
3
.
9
9

7
3
.
3
8

S
e
l
f
-

C
o
n
c
e
p
t

E
a
t
i
n
g

.
 
M
o
b
i
l
i
t
y

2
.
8
4

1
.
0
7

2
.
8
7

1
.
0
7

2
.
8
2

i
1
.
0
7

2
.
9
2

1
.
2
5

2
.
7
5

1
.
1
3

3
.
1
1

1
.
3
6



11-2

OBSERVED MEAN SCOPES ON SEVEN COVARIATES BY SCHOOL
X PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE INTERACTION EFEECTS

. ;

I

Control Follow-Through

Independent
i

No I No

Variable H'reschool Preschool !Preschool Preschool.

SESAT Envirenment 19.52 22.74 21.68 21.20

SESAT Mathematics 11.74 9.50 11.61

SESAT [otters and Sounds L29 10.46 10.13 10.01

SESAT Aural Comprehension 11,m) 1.65 12.79 12.97

Chronological Age 72.56 75.15 71.03 70.43

Self-Concept Rating 2.69 3.on 2.99 2.86

Mobility , LOU 1.14 1.1.8 3.66
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APPENDI X C



FOLLUq-TIMOUG9 TECHES' PATING S.:ALE

The foi1owiiv eiht entegories wore selected to represent ha Ic

components of the ResponFAve'Classroom Environment principle. Please

note the degree of implcront;itivn oi these coin:onents on a seven-point

scale by hollow-Threur:h ter:chers fre.a 1:inderp,arten throu,;11 third grade

during the 1971-1972 school year. A rating of seven repr?sents the hi5hest

degree of implcmentat:ion, and a rating of one represents the lowest dc roe

of implementation.
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CLASSIFICATION OF ITTMS (3-9)

3. Degree or responsiveness of classroom environment.

The following guidelines should help you make your judrTlonts:

Readinv .%rea

Are the books dil.:played.at eye lcVel?

Does it provi:'n re,tively ouict place to read?

Blocks

Are there enough va7ity of blocks?

Art

Do the classroom walls have displays of pictureF,,-
geometric shapes, etc. which will stimul:Ite learning?

Concert Formation Area

Is it visible to everybody?

Dramatic Play Area

It there a definite area set aside for play7acting
with props, costumes, puppets, etc.?

Listening Area

Is equipment such as tape-recorder, language mster,
earphones, etc. used in such away that it is'not distract-
ing to other chi.:H7-7-!+ in the classroom?

Responsive Toys

Are such toys accessible to children?
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4. Degree'cf teachers' verbal deenning nnd

unomorine refers to any 1Chtlt nr to!-Ird i. child that is__
destInctiv to thnt chI1dt1; fcelincls shout Sc:le evrImolos

statop:,tnts cononts lie those: "'Shame on yo;
you kno% thn 111.." "Th5t's not ni:.e." "We don't spit on
the flecr." "You're nor thin::iny.." "Yru'ro not lit;.!niu(,;."

times tie tone of the tencov's voice is dmenning. !;nrcasm is

always cemeaniug.

"Throtcnin,"." would nelude tten such ;Is "If vo, 1n '1 behave,'
you can't o on the ficl trio." "If yen don'tfinish this, you
can't gc out for receF,s."

5. Dep-oo a discovery learning.

After pesiiic o prohlon OY askinr; a encstion, the teacher its for
the child to solve the prolAem or answer the question. If the child
errs or does not answer within a. reasonable one or more hints
are given instead of the solution or answer. After &!ch hint -7 .

which should ranee from we;: to strong -- the teacher wits for the
child terc:spopd. Only, as a last rc:sort, does she supply the solu-
tion or the answer . Sone questions miOt he loft unanswered;
permitting the child to explore more on his own.

G. Degree of application of strong physical force.

Taking 'a child by' the hand or arm is not considered to be a strong
physical force. It beccrnes strong if the teacher exerts some force
to move the child or shake him. Grabbing or picking. up a child to
remove him because he is creating a problem is strong physical force.

7. Degree of teacher-dominated classroom teaching-learning activities.

The teacher allows children to play a role in determining how a game
is played or how a toy is used.

For example, the teacher wants to use blocks to teach longer and
longest. The child wants to play higher and highest. The teacher
chanr.es to higher and hi,;.hest. The teacher (or assistnnt) also
anst:4!rs a child's oucstion, resnonds to a child's stnte!lent. or
responds to an action; e.g., by naming colors or shapes as the, child
takes ejects from a box or pile.

iResTPn4: .LA 010 (1_11en.-..verhaLly -- Attends to child, listens,
nods, smiles, hugs, or laughs in response to his actions.
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. Asks relevani: otF-Qtions -- A relevant ouestion is one that is
clearly based en .,:ne context of uhat the ebiid is doing. It

is a contextual, responsive question. 'For exarlple:

"You have a high stack of blocks, Marie. how many
blocks are in your stack?"

8. Level of participation in in-service workshop.

This refers to the degrre to which the teacher provided some input
into the in-service training.

9. General quality of planning, orrIanization, and integration of Respoisive
principle into classroom activities.

Does she usually have a visible schedule Or plan? Does she understand
the goals for that day, or week?

Does she usually have her equipment and materials ready before the
'children arrive?

Does the teacher chane the planned activities durin,g the day to
better meet the needs of the children or to anticipate problems?

Is there evidence that thc.teachrs selected some of the materials
md activities in the room to reinforce the concepts emphasized in
the posted plans?

Is she providing opportunities for children to discover and explore
the concepts? For example, are materials out and available and can
a child experiment 'with theM as much as !7.: likes?

Is there evidence that the teacher makes plans for meeting the needs
of individual children?
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. Asks relevant miestions -- A 1T]evnrt question is one thnt is
clearly b%seo en t.le cc:nzext 6f the chilcl 1., deinf!. It

is a conte:Itual, ro!-:pnsive question. ifor 0.-<;mple:

"Yot. have n hich sta0: of 'Marie. How many
blocks aye in your stac!:?"

8. Level of participation in in-sevvice orl:shop.

This refers to the dr:e to .:hi ci. the teacher provided ::eme input

into the in- service training.

9. General omlity of planning, orf!:Ilizal.ien, and integration of Respolsive
principle .:nto

Does she uF.Iially have a srAedule or pin? Does she understnd
the goAs for that day or wcek?

Does she usually have her equipent and materials ready before the
chi ldron arrive?

Does the teacher change the planned activities during the day to
Letter meet the needs of ;.lie children or: to nni,lcipate problems?

Is there evidence that the.teache.?s selected some of the materials
and activities in the reom to reinforce the concepts emphasized in
the posted plans?'

Is she providing oppottunities for children to discover and explore
the concepts? For example, are materials out and available and can
a child experiment with them as much as he likes?

Is there evidence that the_teacher makes plans for meeting the needs
of individual children?
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TEAR

BKHAVIO CATECTff

1, Dr.Tec of utili?.;:tioo o th.!

2. r.wrc.o o 111:intioll of thr.1

CIC (Aith)

3. Duyeo of rc..!!..ronsivenosr; of tte

to chil:Ircn's ilAcIref.ts and
oecls

w_Trco of 1.:.:11o?!:'

(ioirio:toill or io-nLen71.!".

behvlor to cJuJorcn insurc:

contTol.

5. Dr!g7c!_s ddscotTiy 3oarning in
the elsroom.

Defe- of app2ir.ntinn of use of
strong rhysiA_fo7ce.to ,TISUYo

classroom cont:,:el.

DCgree of child-eente'eed class-
room lerrning experiences.

8. Level of ten.cher's participation
in regular in-service !;ession.

9. General quality of pinnning,
orvmizotion,
of the Responsive principle in
the classrOom learning-teaching

. activitics.'
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